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Introduction 

by  James  Roosevelt 


This  book  of  foreign  policy  essays^  grew  out  of  discussions 
and  papers  prepared  for  a  group  of  fellow  congressional 
colleagues  during  the  86th  Congress,  1959-60.  The  dis- 
cussions were  initiated  because  of  disillusionment  with 
many  of  the  seemingly  mindless  policies  that  we  as  a  nation 
were  following.  We  were  apprehensive  of  policies  which 
did  not  solve  problems  but  rather  created  even  greater 
difficulty— a  kind  of  difficulty  that  would  end  in  decline 
and  catastrophe  for  the  United  States  both  as  a  free  so- 
ciety and  first-rate  world  power.  One  could  assign  many 
causes  for  the  treacherous  course.  We  felt  one  important 
reason  for  the  decline  in  content  to  our  public  policy  re- 
sulted from  a  breakdown  in  communication  in  politics  be- 
tween the  intellectual  and  the  politician.  The  transmission 
belt  of  ideas,  a  sine  qua  non  for  successful  politics,  and 
provocative,  but  substantively  sound  positions  indeed  had 
become  quite  threadbare.  Personally  I  felt  that  many  of 
the  ideas  both  in  foreign  policy  and  in  domestic  policy 

1  Since  the  essays  were  completed  by  the  beginning  of  i960, 
I  am  sure  that  in  certain  particulars  and  various  assumptions 
the  authors  of  the  essays  might  well  have  wanted  to  change 
their  essays  in  the  light  of  fast-changing  events.  I  have  felt, 
however,  that  in  broad  scope  the  relevance  and  importance  of 
these  essays  still  stand. 
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were  ideas  fashioned  for  another  time  and  for  other  prob- 
lems. A  good  number  of  those  ideas  were  carried  over  from 
the  New  Deal.  Ideas  and  political  conceptions  which  were 
once  exciting  and  relevant  became  cliche-ridden,  formalis- 
tic,  and  sloganized.  Because  of  this,  political  discussion 
among  the  citizenry  became  tangential  and  irrelevant.  This 
ominously  dangerous  political  climate  caused  us  to  call  on 
intellectuals  whose  ideas  were  imcommon  and  provocative. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  I  do  not  subscribe  to  or  agree 
with  everything  that  the  contributors  have  said  in  this 
volume  of  The  Liberal  Papers.  Indeed,  although  in  general 
outline  there  is  much  agreement  among  the  contributors 
themselves,  there  is  disagreement  and  differences  of  em- 
phasis between  some  of  the  contributors  to  this  volume. 
Hence,  the  primary  function  of  these  essays  is  to  reopen 
the  political  forum  and  reinstitute  the  dialogue  of  politics 
in  our  attempt  to  lead  to  new  directions  in  public  policy. 
I  am  hopeful  that  such  controversy  which  might  be  attend- 
ant to  the  publication  of  these  and  other  essays  will  not  be 
ad  hominem,  but  will  be  related  directly  to  the  arguments 
themselves. 

This  foreign  policy  volume  of  The  Liberal  Papers  at- 
tempts in  broad  outline  to  formulate  a  program  that  is 
rational  and  responsive  to  our  obligations  as  a  great  power 
and  a  free  society.  The  essays  are  reflective,  critical,  and 
consti'uctive  attempts  at  an  analysis  of  the  constitutive 
parts  of  U.S.  foreign  policy:  our  defense  system  and  its 
relationship  to  true  power,  international  economic  develop- 
ment, the  American  society  as  it  relates  to  foreign  policy, 
our  relationship  to  international  organization,  and  alterna- 
tive-area foreign  policies  that  now  should  be  considered  in 
the  political  arena. 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  these  essays  to  denigrate  or  in 
any  way  play  down  the  importance  of  domestic  policy. 
Indeed,  in  a  contemplated  future  volume  of  The  Liberal 
Papers  there  will  be  discussion  of  the  kinds  of  programs 
and  policies  that  we  need  domestically.  I  have  felt  that  in 
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recent  years  we  have  forgotten  the  interrelationship  of  do- 
mestic and  foreign  pohcy.  By  so  doing,  we  have  allowed, 
over  the  past  ten  years,  many  problems  to  fester  at  home; 
problems  which  unless  dealt  with  will  leave  us  a  much 
poorer  nation  intellectually,  spiritually,  and  qualitatively. 
Indeed,  unless  we  see  what  is  happening  to  us  internally, 
we  will  fulfill  the  Cassandra-like  prophecy  of  President 
Eisenhower  when  he  stated  in  his  farewell  address: 

"This  conjunction  of  an  immense  military  establish- 
ment and  a  large  arms  industry  is  new  in  the  Ameri- 
can experience.  The  total  influence— economic,  po- 
litical, even  spiritual— is  felt  in  every  city,  every 
statehouse,  every  ofiice  of  the  federal  government.  We 
recognize  the  imperative  need  for  this  development. 
Yet  we  must  not  fail  to  comprehend  its  grave  implica- 
tions. Our  toil,  resources,  and  livelihood  are  all  in- 
volved; so  is  the  very  structure  of  our  society. 

"In  the  councils  of  government,  we  must  guard 
against  the  acquisition  of  unwarranted  influence, 
whether  sought  or  unsought,  by  the  military-industrial 
complex.  The  potential  for  the  disastrous  rise  of  mis- 
placed power  exists  and  will  persist. 

"We  must  never  let  the  weight  of  this  combination 
endanger  our  liberties  or  democratic  processes.  We 
should  take  nothing  for  granted.  Only  an  alert  and 
knowledgeable  citizenry  can  compel  the  proper  mesh- 
ing of  the  huge  industrial  and  military  machinery  of 
defense  with  our  peaceful  methods  and  goals,  so  that 
security  and  liberty  may  prosper  together." 

And  externally  we  live  now  with  the  horror  of  nuclear 
destruction,  with  the  threat  of  imperialist  expansion  by  the 
Russians  and  Chinese,  and  with  the  hopeful  but  ever 
fragile  revolution  of  men  all  over  the  world  who  wish  for 
freedom  and  a  better  life  in  their  time.  These  are  problems 
which  we  face  as  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  as  mem- 
bers of  the  community  of  man.  We  cannot  close  our  eyes 
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to  these  problems  or  shirk  them.  We  must  deal  with  them 
and  attempt  to  solve  them.  In  this  task  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  essays  in  this  volume  will  give  us  the  added  insight  to 
see  ourselves  and  others  in  ways  that  will  further  the 
chance  for  the  United  States  to  get  back  on  the  road  to 
peace  and  freedom,  a  road  always  difficult  to  find  but  one 
we  must  pursue  if  man  is  to  survive  the  thermonuclear 
age. 
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The  American  Crisis 

BY    DAVID    RIESMAN     AND    MICHAEL 
M ACCOBY 

David  Riesman  is  Professor  of  Social  Science  at  Har- 
vard University  and  author  of  The  Lonely  Crowd 
and  Individualism  Reconsidered. 
Michael  Maccoby  is  a  U.  S.  Public  Health  Research 
Fellow  and  is  doing  a  social  and  psychological  study 
of  a  Mexican  village. 


There  has  never  been  in  American  life  anything  compa- 
rable to  the  Fabian  Society.  Woodrow  Wilson  and  Franklin 
Roosevelt  gathered  around  them  an  ad  hoc  team  of  advis- 
ers who  included  a  number  of  bright  lawyers,  economists, 
and  political  scientists,  but  neither  these  nor  their  journalis- 
tic and  academic  allies  created  anything  like  an  ethos  or  a 
basis  for  interpreting  the  relation  between  specific  prag- 
matic measures  and  over-all  social  and  political  change. 
Moreover,  both  the  Wilson  and  Roosevelt  administrations 
soon  ran  dry  of  ideas  for  domestic  reform  and  were,  so  to 
speak,  rescued  by  World  Wars  from  the  necessity  of  dem- 
onstrating their  weakness.  Although  in  part  thanks  to  them 
Washington,  D.C.,  has  become  somewhat  less  of  a  cultural 
and  intellectual  desert,  it  still  remains  a  city  dominated  by 
middle-level  civil  servants,  the  military,  the  lobbyists,  and 
the  service  trades  dependent  on  all  of  these,  and  not  a  city 
tied  in  to  avant-garde  ideas  in  American  life. 

Several  of  the  state  governments  have  been  in  this  re- 
spect somewhat  less  badly  oflF  in  recent  histoiy.  The  Uni- 
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versity  of  Wisconsin  has  been  a  kind  of  unofficial  Fabian 
Society  for  the  state  government,  or  at  least  this  was  the 
case  during  the  Progressive  Era;  and  the  state  government 
and  state  university  of  Minnesota  have  had  somewhat 
analogous  relations.  But  neither  locally  nor  nationally  has 
there  been  a  disinterested  intellectual  stratum  tied  in  any 
systematic  way  to  government  activity. 

In  the  congressional  elections  of  the  fall  of  1958,  how- 
ever, a  group  of  Democrats  were  elected  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  who  have  banded  together  as  the  Liberal 
Project  in  an  effort  to  change  the  state  of  affairs.  Some  of 
them  had  in  fact  attended  the  University  of  Wisconsin,  or 
fallen  under  the  influence  of  men  trained  there.  They  were 
frustrated  to  discover  that  the  Democratic  victory  in  the 
elections  was  not  to  be  translated  into  public  policy;  but 
they  also  realized  that,  even  if  they  were  to  have  a  larger 
voice  in  affairs,  there  was  no  substantial  seed  bed  of  ideas 
on  which  they  could  draw  for  measures  that  went  beyond 
what  might  be  regarded  as  the  mopping-up  operation  of 
the  New  Deal:  while  these  men  were  sensitive  to  the  large 
residual  areas  of  deprivation  in  American  Me,  they  did  not 
believe  that  a  policy  could  be  based  on  this  alone.  For  one 
thing,  they  had  a  concern,  unusual  for  members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  who  are  supposed  to  leave  for- 
eign policy  to  senators,  with  foreign  policy;  they  were,  for 
instance,  among  the  small  group  of  congressmen  who  op- 
posed the  sending  of  nuclear  information  to  the  Adenauer 
government  (in  spite  of  the  fact  that  some  of  them  came 
from  districts  with  a  heavy  German  population).  Others 
were  concerned  with  the  lack  of  preparation,  either  eco- 
nomic or  psychological,  for  possible  disarmament. 

Such  considerations,  however,  did  not  constitute  a  new 
policy;  and  for  this  the  congressmen  turned  to  a  group  of 
university  professors  and  writers  whose  books  and  articles 
they  had  read,  and  who  they  thought  might  furnish  them 
not  only  with  specific  proposals  that  would  point  in  a  new 
direction  but  also  with  a  philosophy  of  liberalism  that 
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would  locate  the  specific  measures  in  an  ideological  con- 
text. In  seeking  such  contact,  the  members  of  the  Liberal 
Project  had  to  overcome  the  characteristic  attitude  of 
American  scholars  and  intellectuals  toward  congressmen— 
and  toward  politicians  in  general— whom  they  tend  to  re- 
gard either  as  cynical  opportunists  or  as  stupid  windbags. 
Since  these  exchanges  have  become  more  common, 
we  have  talked  to  a  number  of  intellectuals  who  are  as- 
tonished to  discover  how  academic  in  the  best  sense  is 
the  intelligence  of  the  group  of  congressmen  and  with  what 
integrity  and  dedication  they  approach  their  work.  Except 
for  James  Roosevelt  of  California  (who  is  in  his  fourth  term 
in  the  House) ,  none  of  the  members  of  the  Liberal  Project 
is  well  known  outside  his  home  state  in  the  United  States, 
let  alone  abroad;  a  scattering  of  people  were  familiar  with 
Charles  Porter  of  Oregon,  who  has  been  a  notable  critic  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  and  of  American  policy 
vis-a-vis  Latin  America,  but  who  was  defeated  in  i960.  A 
few  congressmen,  past  and  present,  with  wider  reputations, 
of  whom  Chester  Bowles  is  best  knovsni,  have  been  close  to 
the  Liberal  Project,  although  not  active  members.  The 
majority  of  the  dozen  or  so  congressmen  who  have  been 
members  of  the  Liberal  Project  have  held  their  seats  by 
the  barest  majority;  all  of  them  have  been  told  by  sager 
heads  that  there  is  no  political  "mileage"  in  what  they 
are  doing.  Certainly  the  intellectuals  they  have  recruited 
to  meet  with  them  and  to  write  papers  on  assigned  top- 
ics for  a  volume  to  be  modeled  in  some  measure  after 
Conviction,  coming  as  they  very  largely  do  from  New  York, 
Boston,  and  Chicago,  cannot  help  the  election  campaigns 
of  men  scattered  over  the  congressional  districts  of  the 
North.  And  it  should  be  remembered  that  American  con- 
gressmen are  virtually  on  their  own— a  better  example  of 
"free  enterprise"  than  is  to  be  found  in  most  businesses. 
They  are  dependent  on  local  support  rather  than  on  any 
over-all  party  effort  on  their  behalf,  though  to  be  sure  they 
can  be  greatly  helped  or  hmt  by  the  way  the  national 
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presidential  campaign  goes  down  in  their  home  districts. 
Moreover,  the  inevitably  bureaucratic  management  of  35 
independent  entrepreneurs  in  the  House  makes  it  very  diffi- 
cult for  any  one  member  to  attract  attention  as  a  dynamic 
and  colorful  senator  might.  Hence,  few  Americans  realize 
that  the  congressmen  of  the  Liberal  Project,  as  well  as  a 
number  of  others  who  are  potential  recruits,  are  on  many 
specific  issues  and  in  general  outlook  far  to  the  "left"  of 
well-known  Democratic  senators  such  as  Humphrey.  In- 
deed, the  congressmen  would  probably  feel  that  the  tag, 
"left,"  is  one  of  those  dated  legacies  they  hope  to  surmount. 

Since  this  paper  was  first  published,  five  members  of  the 
Project  lost  their  seats  in  the  election  of  November  i960. 
Although  personalities  and  local  conditions  were  in  part 
responsible  for  the  defeats,  all  five  seem  to  have  been  vic- 
tims also  of  pressures  generated  by  the  presidential  cam- 
paign, for  in  his  district  each  ran  ahead  of  President 
Kennedy  (indeed.  Congressman  Kastenmeier,  the  chairman 
of  the  Liberal  Project,  who  was  re-elected,  increased  his 
lead  over  his  opponent  while  Kennedy  lost  the  district. 

Although  some  observers  feel  that  the  reason  for  their 
defeats  was  the  Catholic  issue  in  their  predominantly  Prot- 
estant areas,  it  would  seem  that  they  were  also  hit  by  a 
crossfire  which  kept  them  from  clarifying  their  complex 
views  on  the  cold  war.  On  the  one  hand,  they  had  to  fight 
the  idea  that  the  Democratic  party  is  the  war  party  and 
the  spending  party.  On  the  other  hand,  the  campaign 
stimulated  a  brash  jingoism,  through  the  confusion  in  the 
televised  debates  about  Castro  and  Quemoy-Matsu,  which, 
combined  with  the  failure  of  the  summit  and  Khrushchev's 
visit  to  the  UN,  aided  those  with  simple  positions.  For 
the  small  voices  of  men  like  Porter  and  William  Meyer  of 
Vermont  to  be  heard  in  the  commotion  was  almost  impos- 
sible, especially  since  their  arguments  about  alternatives  to 
reliance  on  massive  retaliation  could  not  be  put  in  pat 
phrases.   In  fact,   their  opponents   and  the  press   further 
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clouded  the  issue  and  kept  them  on  the  defensive  by  dub- 
bing them  "appeasers"  and  "soft  on  communism." 

The  essay  that  follows  was  prepared  for  the  Liberal  Proj- 
ect and  reflects  the  concern  of  the  congressmen  with  an 
American  political  climate  that  makes  it  difficult  for  them 
to  develop  a  coherent  program.  It  was  discussed  in  June 
i960  with  the  congressmen,  their  staff  assistants  (one  of 
whom,  Marcus  Raskin,  has  taken  a  leading  role  in  the  de- 
velopment of  the  Project),  and  a  few  newspapermen. 


Although  America  has  been  for  much  of  its  history  a 
belligerent  and  expansionist  country,  it  has  not  been  a  mili- 
taristic one,  and  up  until  the  present  it  has  resisted  military 
control  of  political  policy.  While  this  encapsulation  of  the 
military  might  have  been  a  protection  for  the  peacetime 
life  of  the  country,  for  only  rarely  did  generals  as  such  get 
involved  in  politics,  one  consequence  has  been  that  during 
wartime  America  has  lacked  a  politically  sagacious  military 
elite.  With  a  few  famous  exceptions,  our  generals  have  con- 
sidered destruction  of  the  enemy  at  the  least  immediate 
cost  in  American  lives,  or  even  the  least  budgetary  cost,  to 
be  their  sole  concern.  In  the  Second  World  War,  this  out- 
look gave  a  mindless  justification  for  the  mass  bombings  of 
German  cities  (also  participated  in  by  the  British)  and  for 
the  terrible  and  unnecessary  destruction  of  Hiroshima  and 
Nagasaki  (when  in  fact  the  Japanese  had  given  much  evi- 
dence that  they  were  prepared  to  surrender). 

Only  as  the  Second  World  War  progressed  did  the 
American  military  begin  to  enlist  advisers  from  civilian  life, 
and  a  large  number  of  intellectuals  (a  number  of  them  ex- 
New  Dealers)  became  involved  in  its  planning  and  execu- 
tion, while  the  physical  scientists  were  of  course  heavily 
engaged.  At  the  end  of  the  war,  in  order  to  maintain  this 
link,  the  Air  Force  set  up  the  Rand  (Research  and  De- 
velopment)  Corporation;  the  Army  has  a  similar  "brains 
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trust"  in  the  Operations  Research  Office  of  Johns  Hopkins 
University;  and  the  Centi^al  InteUigence  Agency,  while  not 
outside  the  government,  has  a  somev^^hat  similar  immunity 
from  immediate  supervision.  Science  and  social  science 
departments  in  a  number  of  major  universities  have  close 
personal  and  professional  ties  w^ith  these  agencies.  It 
would  not  be  accurate  to  say  that  all  these  men  have  been 
mobilized  on  behalf  of  the  policy  of  deterrence  through 
the  threat  of  mass  destruction  either  of  a  counterforce  or 
"balanced"  deterrent  force.  Indeed,  there  are  probably  men 
working  for  Rand  who  have  done  as  much  to  subject  de- 
fense policy  to  rational  sci"utiny  as  have  men  who  are 
known  to  be  dedicated  workers  for  peace. ^  Furthermore, 
men  working  for  these  agencies  are  involved  in  a  great 
number  of  technical  studies,  not  only  of  military  but  also 
political  problems  and  of  foreign  policy,  so  that  on  the  one 
hand  the  strategy  of  deterrence  may  be  viewed  in  a  wider 
ambit  than  within  the  AEG  or  SAC,  while  on  the  other 
hand  many  policy  matters  of  a  general  sort  are  colored  by 
a  cold  war  filter,  as  if  this  were  the  only  possible  back- 
ground for  an  extrapolation  of  the  present. 

Not  only  the  exigencies  of  the  cold  war  per  se  but  the 
exigencies  of  interservice  rivalry  in  the  Pentagon  have  led 
to  the  recruitment  of  many  exceptionally  intelligent  men 
whose  full-time  task  it  is  to  explore  the  justifications— and 
in  some  measure  also  the  limitations— of  the  defense 
dogmas  relevant  to  their  arm  of  the  service  (including  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission).  Thus,  while  some  of  the  men 
at  Rand  and  elsewhere  have  been  intrigued  by  the  possi- 
bilities of  stabilizing  the  arms  race  by  maintaining  what 
Albert  Wohlstetter  has  termed  "The  Delicate  Balance  of 
Terror,"  others  have  bent  their  scientific  efforts  to  discover- 
ing holes  in  any  possibility  of  a  test  ban  which  could  be 
negotiated  with  the  Russians. 

Such  holes  are  not  so  very  difficult  to  find,  for  the  Rus- 

1  See,  for  a  sympathetic  account,  Joseph  Kraft,  "Rand:  Arsenal 
for  Ideas,"  Harpers,  Vol.  CCXXI  ( July  i960 ) ,  pages  69-76. 
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sians— valuing  secrecy  for  military,  political,  and  cultural 
reasons— are  very  reluctant  to  permit  inspections  (which 
some  of  their  own  scientists  regard  as  the  first  opportunity 
for  a  genuine  window  to  the  West),  while  American 
scientific  polemicists  are  prepared  to  denounce  any  treaty 
which  does  not  ofiFer  the  impossible,  that  is,  a  hundred  per 
cent  security  against  any  opportunity  for  Soviet  evasion. 
Take,  for  example,  the  fantastic  idea,  developed  in  Edward 
Teller's  Livermore  Laboratory,  that  deep  holes  might  be 
dug  in  salt  mines  and  bombs  exploded  therein  without  any- 
body's noticing— a  notion  that  is  fantastic,  not  because  the 
Russians  couldn't  do  it,  but  because  it  would  take  a  long 
time,  require  immense  commotion  of  men  and  machines, 
and  would  therefore  be  very  hard  to  keep  secret,  if  not 
from  us,  then  from  the  Russian  people  themselves.  As 
more  recent  events  have  shown,  when  the  Soviet  decided 
to  test  both  small  and  large  bombs,  they  openly  broke 
agreements,  demonstrating  their  cynicism  but  not  stealth. 
Once  upon  a  time,  the  Navy  in  its  own  interest  opposed 
reliance  on  massive  retaliation,  and  its  experts  were  there- 
fore free  to  explore  the  dangers  of  this  doctiine.  But  then, 
faced  with  a  declining  strategic  role,  the  Navy  traded  doc- 
trine for  budget— reaping  a  harvest  in  big  carriers  and 
atomic  submarines— and  joined  the  Air  Force  in  alliance 
against  the  remaining  Army  men  (such  as  Generals  Ridg- 
way,  Gavin,  and  Taylor)  whose  recurrent  protests  have 
usually  led  to  their  leaving  the  intraservice  battlefield  al- 
together,2  For  reasons  we  hope  to  explore  in  this  paper, 
there  is  no  organization  comparable  to  the  Rand  Corpora- 
tion, dedicated  to  disarmament;  in  fact,  only  a  few  journal- 
ists (among  whom  Walter  Lippmann  is  outstanding),  some 
university  professors,  and  in  the  government  the  members 

2  Our  understanding  of  these  matters  owes  much  to  Eric  Lar- 
rabee's  work  on  postwar  military  policy.  We  have  also  profited 
from  the  discussion  of  absolutist  military  thinking  in  Morris 
Janowitz,  The  Professional  Soldier.  Glencoe,  Illinois:  The  Free 
Press,  i960. 
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of  the  Liberal  Project  and  a  few  others  are  free  fully  to 
explore  the  risks  of  current  military  policy  and  the  foreign 
and  domestic  policies  to  which  it  is  tied. 

The  authors  of  this  essay  are  neither  experts  on  defense 
nor  on  foreign  policy.  At  the  same  time,  we  have  had  some 
experience  in  seeing  the  experts  make  mistakes  by  virtue  of 
their  expertise.  This  does  not  mean  that  amateurs  are  nec- 
essarily better  than  professionals;  but  until  a  serious  effort 
is  mobilized  for  peace,  amateurs  will  probably  have  to  be 
relied  upon  for  new  ideas  in  the  field  of  defense  and  foreign 
poHcy. 

Among  the  most  important  and  interesting  problems  of 
education  is  that  of  exploring  the  means  by  which  people 
can  learn  to  make  a  proper  judgment  of  expert  opinion. 
One  way  is  to  become  expert  in  a  particular  field  oneself. 
Another  approach  is  to  gain  some  sense  of  the  kind  of 
perspective  or  style  of  perception  that  the  experts  use,  as  a 
basis  for  seeing  what  might  be  the  possible  limitations  of 
their  view  in  a  given  instance.  Thus  one  can  find  experts 
privy  to  discussions  concerning  deterrence  who  talk  about 
the  American  ability  to  "accept,"  let  us  say,  ten  or  thirty 
milhon  casualties— experts  who  are  familiar  with  the  post- 
Second  World  War  disaster  studies  but  who  fail  to  ask 
what  sort  of  backwoods  reactionaries  would  take  over 
whatever  would  be  left  of  America  if  our  major  urban  cen- 
ters were  destroyed  in  a  nuclear  (or  biological  or  other 
mass)  war,  nor  in  the  same  connection  do  they  ask  what 
the  effect  would  be  on  the  survivors  of  the  sudden  deatli 
of  millions  of  their  countrymen  in  a  holocaust  so  extreme 
not  to  be  justifiable  by  the  rationalizations  that  have  in  the 
past  sustained  mass  killing.  Some  who  do  concern  them- 
selves with  this  issue  assume  on  the  basis  of  the  disasters 
of  the  Second  World  War  that  recuperation  is  possible  at 
astonishing  speed,  but  they  are  thinking  at  best  of  eco- 
nomic and  not  of  cultural  or  moral  recuperation,  and  at 
worst  of  the  now  ample  possibilities  of  a  military  so-called 
second  or  third  strike. 
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So,  too,  there  are  other  men,  intelhgent  enough  to  grasp 
some  of  the  inherent  wealaiesses  in  the  strategy  of  deter- 
rence, who  have  speculated  about  an  automatic  deterrent, 
protected  from  the  possibiHty  of  human  frailty  on  our  side. 
One  mechanism  that  has  been  proposed  for  achieving  this 
is  a  cobalt  bomb,  aimed  at  all  countries  having  nuclear 
power  themselves  and  primed  to  go  off  without  reference  to 
a  human  chain  of  command  the  moment  any  nuclear 
weapon  is  fired  at  us.  The  argument  for  such  a  scheme  is 
that  if  a  potential  enemy  thinks  that  we,  as  human  beings, 
might  decide  for  some  reason  or  other  not  to  hit  back 
(despite  the  fact  that  we  are  equipped  to  do  so),  then  our 
deterrent,  though  still  terrifying,  loses  its  absolute  value; 
therefore  we  must  try  to  set  up  a  system  over  which  none 
of  us  has  any  control.  This  reasoning,  logical  as  far  as  it 
goes,  typically  leaves  other  variables  out  of  account  al- 
together—like the  fact  that  becoming  the  prisoners  of  our 
own  mechanisms  would  intensify  the  dangerous  feelings 
of  helplessness  which  the  policy  of  deterrence  has  already 
succeeded  in  producing.  It  would  mean  surrendering  the 
hope  that  the  human  race  can  get  control  of  the  arms  race 
—even  though  it  has  been  argued  that  once  the  automatic 
cobalt  bomb  was  known  to  exist,  no  one  would  tempt 
fate. 

One  further  point  about  experts:  they  have  fended  off 
outsiders,  including  many  intelligent  congressmen,  by  es- 
tablishing as  a  condition  of  entering  the  debate  on  arma- 
ments a  knowledge  of  highly  technical  matters  (frequently 
"classified")  and  the  possession  of  a  polished  rationality  of 
the  game-theory  sort.  We  want  to  make  it  amply  clear 
that  we  are  of  course  not  opposed  to  rationality,  whether 
polished  or  unpolished:  human  reason,  slender  thread 
though  it  be,  is  the  thread  on  which  our  hopes  hang. 
Rather,  the  diflBculty  is  that  there  are  styles  of  rationality, 
based  on  eliminating  certain  variables  from  consideration 
and  pursuing  others  as  far  as  they  will  lead.  These  have 
become  accepted  by  many  strategists  as  the  only  available 
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Styles— one  is  said,  in  a  boyish  and  overworked  phrase,  not 
to  have  "done  one's  homework"  if  one  is  not  fully  at  home 
in  this  particular  style.  (The  phrase  about  "doing  one's 
homework"  is  one  of  the  many  by  which  the  real  terrors  of 
the  arms  race  and  the  human  situation  today  are  glossed 
over  by  cavalier  phrases— quite  "American"  in  their  juvenile 
sports  derivation.)  To  repeat:  this  sort  of  rationality  can  be 
very  useful  in  dealing  with  problems,  provided  that  its 
limits  are  well  understood  and  that  other  sorts  of  rationality 
are  also  available.  And  there  is  the  further  diflBculty  that 
both  we  ourselves,  that  is  the  public  at  large  and  our  allies 
and  prospective  enemies,  listen  ia  on  our  discussions;  and 
if  the  tone  of  discussion  seems  inhuman  because  of  its  icily 
strategic  style,  then  enemies  may  assume  that  they  must 
develop  analogous  intellectual  as  well  as  military  weapons. 
Thus  our  strategic  approaches  become  eventually*  both  self- 
confirming  and  self-defeating. 

In  criticizing  the  experts,  furthermore,  we  are  not  sup- 
posing that  the  gentlemanly  amateur  is  better  at  these 
things  and  that  it  is  best  to  muddle  through,  without  tak- 
ing disciplined  thought.  Indeed,  if  we  had  to  choose  we 
would  surely  prefer  to  trust  our  fate  to  the  experts  of  Rand 
than  to  some  of  the  blustering  generals  (or  senators)  who 
have  enjoyed  talking  tough  (a  great  help,  no  doubt,  to 
their  opposite  numbers  in  China  and  the  U.S.S.R.).  Our 
hope  is  that  the  practicality  of  ethical  considerations  may 
become  more  widely  understood,  and  that  discussion  of 
deterrence  and  its  alternatives  can  be  enlarged,  and  more 
diflFerentiated  modes  of  thought  encouraged. 


The  tone  of  the  election  campaign  indicates  the  fringe 
position  of  the  pacifist  groups  in  American  life.  These 
groups  have  tried  to  state  their  case  in  a  variety  of  ways: 
through  mass  meetings  and  leaflets,  through  the  picketing 
of  missile  bases  or  the  bases  of  nuclear-powered  subma- 
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rines,  through  lobbying  and  personal  appeals.  They  must 
constantly  combat  the  charge  of  being  "un-American," 
while  in  more  serious  circles  they  often  appear  to  be  all 
heart  and  no  head.  They  have  had  no  pocketbook  to  tap 
(and  of  course  the  pohtically  active  groups  have  lacked 
even  the  fringe  benefit  of  tax  exemption).  In  spite  of  these 
handicaps,  the  Committee  for  a  Sane  Nuclear  Policy  has 
had  some  influence  in  keeping  ideas  afloat  that  would 
otherwise  not  get  a  hearing  and  especially  in  acquainting 
Americans— millions  of  whom  have  yet  to  learn  the  news— 
with  the  dangers  of  fallout  and  nuclear  disaster.  Under- 
standably in  this  situation,  Americans  concerned  not  only 
with  disaiTnament  but  with  opening  up  the  political  climate 
to  debate  on  the  issue  have  looked  at  Britain  as  a  country 
where  issues  confined  to  the  margins  of  discourse  in  the 
United  States  are  openly  debated.  For  example,  George 
Kennan's  BBC  lectures  of  a  few  years  ago  excited  much 
greater  response  than  any  comparable  talks  he  has  given 
in  this  country.^  While  the  British  government  in  power 
has  been  somewhat  less  efi^ective  as  a  restraining  force  on 
the  Americans  and  the  Soviets  than  would  have  been  salu- 
tary for  both,  and  while  the  Suez  adventure  showed  that 
the  British  blimps  had  enough  air  left  for  another  flotation, 
the  Americans  can  indeed  envy  the  ease  with  which  Eng- 
lishmen discuss  alternatives  to  nuclear  war,  ranging  from 
unilateral  disarmament  to  diplomatic  maneuvers  aimed  at 
easing  particular  points  of  tension  in  the  cold  war,  whether 
in  China  or  in  Germany.  As  against  the  tiny  handful  of 
American  university  students  who  feel  anything  can  be 
done  about  the  Bomb  (a  far  larger  number  are  concerned 
with  the  sti-uggle  for  racial  integration),  Americans  look  on 
the  Aldermaston  marchers  as  something  quite  inconceiv- 
able at  present  in  this  country. 

What  accounts  for  this  difference  between  Britain  and 
America?  The  problem  of  dealing  with  experts  is  the  same 

3  See  Kennan,  Russia,  the  Atom  and  the  West.  New  York: 
Harper  &  Brothers,  1958. 
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in  both  countries,  although  in  Britain— which  is  smaller  and 
still  partially  aristocratic  in  nature— political  leaders  are  less 
cut  off  than  ours  are  from  intellectuals,  literary  men,  and 
scientists.  It  may  be  that  people  feel  safer  in  this  country 
because  it  is  big  and  powerful  and  seemingly  remote  from 
the  traditional  areas  of  danger.  This  is  an  irrational  feeling 
in  the  modem  world  of  deterrence,  since  our  fearful  power 
and  our  weapons  themselves  become  a  lightning  rod  invit- 
ing attack;  nevertheless,  the  feeling  does  seem  to  exist.  A 
Gallup  poll  in  January  i960  roughly  mirrored  the  results  of 
a  poll  taken  by  Samuel  Stouffer  a  few  years  ago:  when  peo- 
ple in  a  national  cross  section  are  questioned  about  their 
worries  a  large  proportion  of  them  mention  health  and 
family  troubles,  and  another  fraction  money  troubles,  but 
only  one  in  fourteen  allude  to  the  international  situation.* 
Yet  half  the  Gallup  sample  also  thought  that  there  would 
be  another  war  before  too  long— a  war  that,  as  the  general 
texture  of  their  answers  indicates,  has  very  little  reahty  for 
them.  Mothers,  for  instance,  said  that  they  didn't  want  their 
sons  to  serve  overseas— evidently  still  unaware,  despite  the 
headlines,  that  in  effect  there  is  no  "overseas"  in  modem 
war.  The  mothers,  in  fact,  often  quietly  favor  the  Republi- 
cans as  the  "peace  party,"  but  they  do  not  want  to  seem 
either  unpatriotic  or  timid;  and  for  many  of  them,  of 
course,  foreign  affairs  are  really  "foreign"— something  to  be 
left  to  the  menfolk. 

Furthermore,  whereas  war  in  other  countries  has  left  a 
legacy  of  fear  or  fatalism,  there  is  little  comparable  popular 
anti-war  feeling  in  America.  The  frightful  catastrophe  of 
the  Civil  War  has  left  a  romantic  halo  both  in  the  North 
and  in  the  South.  The  First  World  War  was  a  shock  for 
some;  it  led  others  into  a  rejection  of  Europe  rather  than 
of  war  itself.  Whatever  suffering  the  Second  World  War 
involved  for  a  few  was  more  than  matched,  for  millions, 

4  Stouffer,  Communism,  Conformity  and  Civil  Liberties.  New 
York:  Doubleday  &  Company,  1955.  The  Gallup  poll  is  reported 
in  Look,  January  5,  i960. 
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by  the  fact  that  the  war  brought  the  great  depression  to 
an  end.  Besides,  the  war  left  a  legacy  of  wild  Keynesianism 
that  continues  in  a  new  war  economy  to  sustain  pros- 
perity: as  Gerald  Piel  points  out  in  the  April  i960  issue 
of  the  Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientists,  it  is  the  war 
economy  which  during  the  last  fifteen  years  has  brought 
a  full  third  of  the  population  into  relative  affluence.  The 
Korean  War  was  popular  nowhere,  but  it  had  the  paradoxi- 
cal result  of  allowing  the  Republican  party  to  appear  as 
both  the  party  of  peace  and  the  party  of  anti-communism, 
forcing  the  Truman-Acheson  wing  of  the  Democratic  party 
to  continue  the  e£Fort  to  prove,  over  the  dead  body  of 
Senator  McCarthy,  that  it  is  even  more  ferociously  and  bel- 
ligerently anti-Communist  than  any  Republican. 

Americans  are  famously  generous.  There  is  great  and  ad- 
mirable concern  for  individual  life,  as  when  somebody  falls 
down  a  well  or  into  the  sea,  or  is  captured  by  the  enemy. 
In  recent  decades,  Americans  have  become  less  cruel,  en- 
joying less  barbaric  sports  and  appreciating  gentleness  in 
personal  relations.  Still,  the  lack  of  suffering  leads  to  a  cer- 
tain callous  lack  of  sympathy  for  the  suffering  of  others, 
particularly  when  this  can  be  rationalized  in  terms  of 
American  ideals  and  explained  as  not  the  result  of  visible 
injustice. 

There  is  still  another  difference  which  Edward  Shils  has 
noted  in  his  book.  The  Torment  of  Secrecy.  The  British, 
protecting  their  privacy  better,  fear  spies,  secrets,  and  in- 
vaders less  than  we  do  and  have  never  been  as  hysterical 
about  communism.  Even  after  the  Klaus  Fuchs  case,  they 
in  effect  decided  that  they  would  rather  risk  losing  a  few 
secrets  to  a  few  spies  than  turn  the  country  upside  down 
in  the  alleged  hope  of  flushing  all  enemy  agents  out.  One 
result  is  that  the  ex-Communists  in  Britain  are  not  nearly  so 
eager  to  prove  their  virtue  as  the  ex-Communists  in  this 
country. 

Though  McCarthy  is  dead,  the  fear  of  invasion  by  spies 
and  secret  agents  on  which  he  played  is  endemic  in  Ameri- 
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can  life  and  operates  locally  even  when  it  is  quiescent  na- 
tionally. In  the  last  decade,  for  example,  a  great  many  mu- 
nicipalities have  been  aroused  against  the  chimerical  and 
imaginary  dangers  of  fluoridation  in  their  water  supplies 
(chlorination  as  a  safeguard  against  the  pollution  of  Ameri- 
can streams  and  subsurface  waters  is  already  an  accom- 
plished fact);  the  doctors  and  dentists  and  local  civil 
servants  who  have  proposed  fluoridation  have  met  a  bar- 
rage of  suspiciousness  and  have  been  regarded  as  poisoners, 
alternately  puppets  of  the  aluminum  companies  (which 
manufacture  fluorides)  or  the  Communist  party.  Of  course 
it  is  safe  and  even  patriotic  to  attack  these  men,  who  have 
no  great  vested  interests  behind  them,  either  contractual  or 
ideological;  and  correspondingly  it  has  been  extraordinarily 
difiicult  to  rally  people  in  America  against  the  real  poisons 
of  fallout  or  the  dangers  of  chemical  and  biological  war- 
fare. For  in  the  latter  case,  fear  of  realistic  dangers,  if 
openly  expressed,  might  invite  the  accusation  we  ourselves 
have  often  met  from  student  audiences  when  we  have  dis- 
cussed these  matters,  as  to  whether  we  would  rather  live 
on  our  knees  (as  appeasers  of  world  communism)  than  die 
on  our  feet.  The  trail-blazer  attitude  behind  this  rhetoric 
was  well  expressed  a  few  months  ago  in  a  conversation  with 
a  nine-year-old  and  very  bright  little  boy.  We  had  been 
talking  with  his  parents  about  the  news  that  day  in  the 
paper  that  Khrushchev  would  come  to  America,  and  were 
expressing  our  hope  that  perhaps  there  would  be  a  detente 
in  the  cold  war.  The  boy  piped  up  to  say,  "They're  both 
chicken,"  meaning  by  this  that  both  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  were  afraid.  We  asked  him  if  it  was  chicken 
to  fear  the  end  of  the  world,  and  he  said,  "Well,  we  all 
have  to  die  sometime";  and  then  after  a  moment  he  added, 
"Anyway,  I'U  go  live  on  the  moon." 

It  is  along  just  this  line  that  we  see  perhaps  the  deepest 
difference  between  ourselves  and  the  British,  namely  that 
American  men  seem  constantly  pursued  by  the  fear  of  un- 
manliness  and  therefore  feel  the  need  to  present  themselves 
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as  hard  and  realistic.  This  way  of  being  realistic  may  have 
nothing  to  do  with  reahty.  Often  "realism"  becomes  no 
more  than  the  opposite  of  idealism,  reasonableness,  or 
morality.  Many  men  of  an  older  generation,  having  wit- 
nessed the  excesses  to  which  sentimentality  and  self -right- 
eousness can  take  us,  and  completely  sure  of  their  own 
morality  and  dedication,  are  sometimes  unwitting  models 
for  what  is  only  a  seemingly  similar  realism  in  others,  a 
pseudo-realism  that  springs  from  fear  about  masculinity. 
The  British  seem  less  obsessed  than  we  are  on  this  score. 
Nor  do  they  have  a  proponent  of  tragic  realism  so  brilliant 
as  Reinhold  Niebuhr.^  What  produces  the  difference? 
What  is  the  aim  which  in  America  has  been  distorted  into 
a  need  to  feel  tough? 

One  possibility  is  that  for  those  to  whom  being  American 
means  being  a  pioneer— a  trail  blazer  and  producer— the 
lack  of  new  frontiers  creates  a  fear  (felt  within  and  rein- 
forced from  outside)  that  the  country  is  going  soft.  Per- 
haps, having  escaped  the  bombing  and  much  of  the  suf- 
fering of  the  Second  World  War,  many  Americans  have 
never  established  their  courage  in  their  own  eyes.  To  recog- 

5  Niebuhr's  contention  that  man  in  this  vale  of  folly  cannot 
be  wholly  rational,  just,  or  disinterested  has  led  a  number  of  his 
disciples  merely  to  an  intense  distrust  of  the  Soviet  Union  and 
hence  a  suspicious  negativism  toward  any  efforts  at  a  modus 
Vivendi.  Paradoxically,  the  logic  of  the  arms  race  means  that 
such  men  put  their  trust  in  having  both  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union  behave  rationally,  as  in  a  game  with  missiles 
and  hardened  bases  as  the  pieces,  even  as  the  cold  war  and  the 
arms  race  intensify  the  pressures  toward  irrationality.  The  realists 
today  would  seem  to  be  those  who  know  full  well  that  the  arms 
race  cannot  go  on  without  something  going  amiss  just  because 
of  the  nature  of  man;  it  is  widely  recognized,  for  instance,  that 
one  psychotic  commander  could  set  off  a  catalytic  war.  For  a 
further  discussion  of  such  game-theory  logic,  see  Maccoby, 
"Social  Psychology  of  Deterrence,"  Bulletin  of  the  Atomic 
Scientists  (September  1961).  As  to  Dr.  Niebuhr's  own  views, 
compare  his  preface  to  Harrison  Brown  and  George  James  Real, 
Community  of  Fear,  Fund  for  the  Republic.  Pasadena,   i960. 
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nize  and  admit  the  enormous  dangers  that  grow  every  day 
the  cold  war  continues  would  feel  like  weakness  to  these 
people;  it  would  seem  but  another  step  leading  to  a  retreat 
from  the  heroic  stand  against  nature,  a  stand  that  makes 
sense  when,  in  order  to  sui-vive  physically,  man  must  fight, 
but  which  now  becomes  merely  a  "posture"— a  term  that 
is  increasingly  and  symptomatically  coming  into  use  in  de- 
scribing American  policy  (along  with  the  somewhat  analo- 
gous word,  "position").  This  "posture"  which  so  many  peo- 
ple insist  upon  becomes  self-destructive  in  a  world  of  fan- 
tastically rapid  change,  where  survival  depends  on  flexi- 
bility and  on  willingness  to  accept  some  responsibility  for 
what  is  happening  in  the  world  as  a  whole.^ 

Such  people  have  been  brought  up  to  feel  that  worth- 
while national  action  is  to  be  defined  mainly  in  terms  of 
military  or  semi-military  attacks  on  obstacles,  eitlier  physi- 
cal or  human.  They  view  with  horror  their  countrymen 
who,  captured  by  the  ideology  of  consumption,  have  none 
of  the  Spartan  virtues,  and  in  fact  seem  drones  heralding 
the  collapse  of  the  state.  A  number  of  these  men  are  the 
American  analogues  of  Tory  patricians  (or,  in  some  cases, 
would-be  patricians)  who  since  Theodore  Roosevelt's  day 
have  seen  war  and  preparation  for  war  as  the  condition 
of  national  health.''^  Having  no  goals  for  America  in  its 

6  Here  again  is  a  difference  between  the  British  and  the  Ameri- 
can situations,  because  many  Americans  who  feel  responsibility 
for  defending  what  they  perhaps  too  glibly  term  the  "free  world" 
see  no  alternative  to  adding  military  strength  to  military  strength 
( although  the  total  may  only,  in  fact,  in  the  weird  nuclear  arith- 
metic, increase  weakness),  whereas  a  number  of  people  in  Great 
Britain  believe  that  their  country  could  restore  itself  to  the  status 
of  an  important  power  only  outside  the  American  alliance,  be- 
coming once  more  the  "honest  broker"  between  nations  and 
leading  the  nations  of  Asia  and  Africa  by  taking  a  position  on 
nuclear  arms  that  appeals  to  the  neutrals  in  all  countries. 

'^  President  Kennedy  was  quite  in  the  patrician  tradition  when 
he  concluded  a  Senate  speech,  "An  Investment  for  Peace,"  of 
February  29,  i960,  by  saying,  "I  urge  that  this  Congress,  before 
the  President  departs  for  the  summit,  demonstrate  conclusively 
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own  terms  and  (like  most  of  us)  more  attuned  to  what 
they  despise  in  their  countrymen  than  to  what  they  hope 
for,  they  cannot  help  being  preoccupied  with  the  Com- 
munists as  a  possible  barbarian  threat  (often  faihng  to 
reahze  how  necessary  we  in  turn  are  in  the  Soviet  Union 
as  a  model  for  emulation,  frequently  for  our  worst  Victorian 
excesses).  So  much,  in  fact,  do  these  Americans  depend  on 
frightening  their  own  countrymen  with  the  not  entirely 
fanciful  bogy  men  of  a  Soviet  take-over,  and  so  much  do 
they  rely  on  generating  and  maintaining  a  mood  of  crisis, 
that  we  ourselves  are  troubled  lest  the  title  and  themes  of 
this  paper,  too  hurriedly  read,  add  to  the  image  of  menace, 
when  our  own  spirit,  though  no  less  critical,  looks  further 
and  more  hopefully  ahead.  It  is  one  of  the  many  ironies  of 
the  current  situation  that  people  who  fear  the  missile  gap 
(a  presently  unrealistic  fear,  as  the  U-2  flights  have  helped 
to  show)  and  those  like  ourselves  who  fear  the  arms  race 
as  the  gravest  danger  have  viitually  cancelled  each  other 
out,  thus  creating  a  climate  of  complacency  among  the 
many  and  hysteria  among  the  few. 

These  contradictory  images  of  our  hardness  and  of  our 
softness  cannot  help  but  cloud  the  vision  of  those  military 
men  and  political  leaders  who  are  charged  with  the  de- 
fense. Because  they  fear  softness,  they  seek  to  maintain  a 
climate  in  which  only  hardness  can  thrive— so  much  so  that 
perhaps  a  general  is  best  able  to  move  toward  peace,  since 
a  general  is  less  vulnerable  to  accusations  of  softness.  Cor- 

that  we  are  removing  those  doubts  [about  the  missile  gap  and 
like  weaponryl  and  that  we  are  prepared  to  pay  the  full  cost 
necessary  to  insure  peace.  Let  us  remember  what  Gibbon  said 
of  the  Romans:  'They  kept  the  peace— by  a  constant  preparation 
for  war;  and  by  making  clear  to  their  neighbours  that  they 
are  as  little  disposed  to  offer  as  to  endure  injury.' "  In  fairness 
it  should  be  added  that  President  Kennedy  in  this  and  more  ex- 
plicitly in  other  speeches  has  called  for  active  steps  toward  dis- 
armament and  for  something  comparable  to  a  Rand  Corporation 
for  peace,  and  we  hope  the  responsibility  of  the  presidency  will 
strengthen  his  promise  to  negotiate  seriously  for  disarmament. 
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respondingly,  many  people  who  have  different  goals  in 
mind  seek  to  hitch  them  to  the  defense  star,  with  the  re- 
sult that  something  so  magnanimous  in  conception  as  the 
Marshall  Plan  very  soon  after  its  inception  became  a 
weapon  in  tlie  cold  war.  By  the  time  of  the  Mutual  Secu- 
rity Act,  economic  aid  took  second  place  to  military  assist- 
ance, so  that  now  we  find  ourselves  propping  up  or  even 
creating  military  regimes  in  countries,  Hke  Pakistan,  whose 
oflBcials  can  persuade  us  that  they  are  real  made-to-order 
anti-Communists . 


in 

Obviously  it  is  not  so  hard  to  be  anti-Communist  if  that 
is  the  way  to  build  up  one's  military  faction  in  a  still  emerg- 
ing nation.  But  as  the  cold  war  contiaues,  it  becomes  in- 
creasingly difficult  for  decent  Americans,  humane  enough 
to  prefer  peace  to  an  egocentric  national  honor,  to  be  out- 
spokenly and  genuinely  anti-Communist.  For  example,  we 
had  very  mixed  feelings  about  the  ideahstic  and  dedicated 
Americans,  some  of  them  our  colleagues,  who  in  the  sum- 
mer of  1959  went  to  Vierma  and  set  up  shop  to  oppose  the 
propaganda  of  the  Communist  Youth  Festival.  We  had 
misgivings  because  it  was  impossible  to  escape  the  fact 
that,  whatever  their  personal  motives,  these  students  be- 
came, in  effect,  emissaries  of  our  State  Department  and  our 
national  cold  war  line.  While  this  is  the  last  thing  many  of 
these  students  wanted,  the  Iron  Curtain  creates  just  such 
ironies. 

And  the  problem  is  equally  grave  for  the  radical  opposi- 
tion. As  Margaret  Mead  observed  in  a  recent  address,  a 
student  in  this  country  a  generation  ago  who  had  radical 
ideas  had  the  advantage  of  being  powerless,  of  being  on 
the  side  of  a  future  which  did  not  yet  exist.  Today,  how- 
ever, such  a  student  may  find  that  his  particular  idea  hap- 
pens at  the  moment  also  to  be  part  of  the  Communist 
party  line,  in  which  case  he  is  not  in  alliance  with  a  non- 
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existent  and  therefore  uncontaminated  future,  but  with  an 
extremely  menacing  and  totally  unwelcome  power.  ^  On 
the  reverse  side,  someone  like  Pasternak,  or  many  young 
Polish  writers  who  are  acclaimed  in  this  country,  may  feel 
themselves  betrayed  by  their  very  courage  and  virtue. 
Thus,  as  long  as  the  cold  war  goes  on,  we  lack  an  un- 
con-upted  political  debate. 

Under  such  conditions,  it  is  not  surprising  that  so  many 
people  prefer  to  withdraw  from  the  field  altogether.  Al- 
though they  are  willing  to  countenance  arms  spending,  a 
large  number  of  Americans  cannot  bring  themselves  to  con- 
template the  true  horror  of  war,  and  so  they  simply  go  to 
sleep  when  they  are  asked  to  "wake  up"  to  the  dangers  that 
face  them.  They  have  learned  that  the  thing  to  do  with 
anxiety  (whether  based  on  real  danger  or  not)  is  to  rid 
oneself  of  it  through  drink,  drugs,  or  canned  fantasies. 

There  are  other  Americans,  however,  whose  anxiety  and 
escape  take  more  productive  forms.  Like  many  of  the 
Soviet  intelligentsia  who  hate  the  system  but  feel  powerless 
to  change  it,  certain  American  elite  groups  have  chosen 
the  road  of  "inner  emigration,"  retreating  from  social  re- 
sponsibilities into,  at  best,  a  concern  with  their  immediate 
surroundings,  family,  and  friends.  Though  such  people 
are  often  aroused  by  issues  like  education,  urban  renewal, 
or  mental  health,  they  are  estranged  from  the  system  be- 
cause it  seems  to  them  run  for  political  motives  in  the 
narrowest  rather  than  in  the  best  sense,  UnHke  the  escap- 
ist security  seekers,  they  are  not  alienated  from  themselves 
as  human  beings;  yet  the  fact  that  they  remain  without 

8  Some  politically  inexperienced  students  may  so  resent  being 
lumped  with  the  Communists  whenever  they  take  an  unpopular 
position  as  to  conclude  that  tlie  cry  of  "communism"  is  simply 
a  reactionary  myth;  hence,  they  may  be  susceptible  to  the 
propaganda  of  Communists  and  fellow  travelers,  small  and 
splintered  as  these  latter  groups  are  today  in  this  country.  Such 
students  may  prefer  to  accept  "guilt  by  association"  to  what 
they  regard  as  the  cowardly  course  of  vigilance  against  the 
Communists. 
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political  purpose  beyond  their  small  civic  circles  limits  their 
vision  and  hence  their  growth.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  they 
may  today  be  ready  to  give  enthusiastic  support  to  a  far- 
reaching  idealistic  political  movement  that  wiil  provide 
them  with  a  way  of  reasserting  their  faith  in  democracy. 

Still  others  who  are  intelligent  enough  to  be  concerned 
with  the  world  have  escaped  into  cynicism,  considering  the 
system  as  corrupt  and  finding  a  sense  of  purpose  in  ex- 
pertise, even  if  this  means  selling  themselves  to  the  highest 
bidder.  Such  people,  amorally  working  for  personal  gain 
within  the  system,  have  in  fact  supported  many  of  its  worst 
elements.  But  perhaps  "support"  is  too  strong  a  word,  for 
one  often  finds  in  talking  to  them  that  they  have  a  streak 
of  buried  idealism  hidden  as  much  from  themselves  as  from 
others  by  this  mask  of  cynicism.  Whereas  the  hypocrisy 
of  the  Victorians  consisted  of  concealing  mean  motives  un- 
der noble  rhetoric,  our  own  hypocrisy  often  conceals  a 
cankered  decency  beneath  a  cloak  of  Realpolitik.  Some- 
times the  decency  manifests  itself  only  in  the  family  and 
in  intimate  relations,  sometimes  in  the  restlessness  that  un- 
derlies the  purposive  exterior,  sometimes  merely  in  the  ag- 
gressive defense  that  is  put  up  by  these  people  against  any 
suggestion  that  their  public  and  private  selves  need  not 
always  remain  so  completely  at  odds. 

Whether  in  foreign  policy  or  in  personal  life,  Americans 
appear  today  to  suffer  from  an  inadequate  formulation  of 
their  alternatives.  It  has  become  extremely  common  among 
the  well  educated  to  denounce  "blind  conformity"  and 
"mass  society,"  often  symbolized  by  such  minor  irritants  as 
tail  fins,  TV,  or  gray-fiannel  suits.  But  the  only  alternatives 
many  people  see  to  the  organization  man  is  the  nostalgic 
image  of  the  cowboy  or  the  rebellious  artist;  hard-shelled 
individualism  and  a  rejection  of  human  solidarity  are  mis- 
taken as  signs  of  strength  and  independence.  Even  the  best 
students  in  our  colleges  tend  to  assume  that  they  must 
eventually  make  their  peace  with  "the  system"— which 
they  see  as  even  more  monolithic  than  in  fact  it  is— and  they 
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will  then  often  become  vicarious  fellow  travelers  of  the 
Beats,  whose  passive  and  almost  entirely  non-progressive 
defiance  serves  to  publicize  a  private  helplessness. 

Students  in  recent  years  have  frequently  said  that  help- 
lessness is  realistic:  "What  can  you  do  about  nuclear  war?" 
Searching  for  a  guarantee  that  life  never  provides,  a  guar- 
antee not  only  that  action  will  be  eflFective  but  that  all  its 
consequences  will  be  good,  such  young  people  never  get 
started  and  therefore  never  gain  the  realistic  political  ex- 
perience necessary  to  make  them  less  helpless.^  Again, 
there  is  a  tendency  to  jump  to  extreme  alternatives:  either 
total  control  of  the  total  weapons  or  total  inaction. 

The  sit-in  strikes  in  the  South  and  their  support  in  the 
North  may  be  the  first  sign  of  a  change  in  these  attitudes, 
for  they  have  shown  how  much  can  be  done  even  by  rela- 
tively powerless  and  unorganized  students.  We  ourselves 
have  a  very  vivid  sense  of  the  rapidity  of  this  change,  for 
a  few  years  ago  we  visited  briefly  several  of  the  southern 
Negro  colleges  that  have  been  in  the  forefront  of  activity; 
and  at  that  time  they  appeared  to  be  quite  somnolent  in- 
stitutions, nan  by  despotic  Negro  patriarchs  who  were  used 
to  wheedling  support  from  white  leaders,  at  the  same 
time  dominating  their  own  faculty  and  student  bodies, 
while  the  students  themselves  appeared  to  hope  for  a  safe 
passage  into  the  world  of  the  black  bourgeoisie  behind  the 
wall  of  segregation.  No  doubt  recent  visitors  to  West  Africa 
are  equally  struck  with  the  speed  with  which  things  can 
change:  at  the  very  moment  when  the  "system"  appears 
impregnable  to  the  realist,  it  often  turns  out  to  be  vulner- 
able to  the  quixotic.  Of  course  we  are  not  saying  that 
"where  there's  a  will,  there  is  always  a  way,"  but  we  are 
saying  that  many  of  the  most  gifted  and  sensitive  American 
students  have  been  oversold  on  cultural  and  historical  de- 
terminism—in which,  incidentally,  there  may  be  self-serv- 

9  For  further  discussion,  see  Riesman,  "The  College  Student 
in  an  Age  of  Organization,"  Chicago  Review,  Vol.  12,  No.  3 
(Autumn  1958),  pages  50-68. 
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ing  elements,  since  determinism  allows  us  publicly  to  ac- 
cept the  existing  political  structure  while  we  privately 
deplore  conformity,  perhaps  even  showing  by  minor  and 
irrelevant  rebellions  like  sexual  promiscuity  or  wearing  a 
beard  that  we  are  rebels  at  heart. 


IV 

If  we  see  only  two  choices  in  our  personal  behavior, 
such  as  conformity  as  against  individualism,  or  adjustment 
as  against  neurotic  loneliness,  then  it  is  likely  that  a  similar 
dichotomizing  tendency  will  capture  our  political  life. 
Thus,  the  American  is  asked  to  choose  between  democracy 
and  communism,  when  in  fact  neither  system  is  monolithic, 
and  both  have  many  things— literally  things— in  common, 
in  contrast  with  the  less  industrialized  and  bureaucratized 
parts  of  the  world.  As  already  implied,  our  relationship 
with  Russia  is  similar  to  that  of  a  big  brother  who  is  ob- 
sessed with  the  fear  that  his  little  brother  will  overtake  him, 
and  this  overconcern  keeps  us,  the  older  brother,  from  real- 
izing our  unique  potentialities.  In  this  case,  the  sibling 
rivalry  runs  both  ways,  for  the  Russians  gear  their  system 
to  show  that  they  are  as  good  or  better  than  we  in  those 
areas  we  most  prize— technology,  sports,  and  education. 
The  tragedy  is  not  only  that  because  of  our  obsession  we 
are  rejecting  Utopian  possibilities  and  ignoring  more  press- 
ing problems  (at  the  lowest  level  the  much  greater  threat 
of  Red  China)  but  also  that  we  are  missing  a  chance  to 
provide  a  better  goal  for  Soviet  growth.  We  may  hope 
that  the  Russians  will  get  rich  enough  to  be  preoccupied 
by  the  problem  of  national  purpose  which  currently 
plagues  us;  and  in  the  American-like  desires  of  the  Soviet 
elite,  we  find  signs  of  this  development.  Conceivably  if  we 
were  to  show  that  our  system  can  be  mobilized  to  produce 
a  better  life,  drawing  its  meaning  from  activity  rather  than 
from  consumption  per  se  or  from  national  might,  we  would 
eventually  shift  the  emphasis  of  Soviet  emulation. 
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In  fairness  it  should  be  added  that  a  surrender  to  apoc- 
alyptic alternatives  is  sometimes  found  on  the  more  hu- 
mane side  of  current  American  debates  concerning  deter- 
rence. It  would  be  surprising  if  this  were  not  the  case,'  for 
the  dominant  ways  of  perceiving  in  a  culture  generally  turn 
up,  sometimes  in  a  disguised  form,  in  the  very  models  of 
opposing  such  ways.  Thus,  there  are  some  pacifists,  among 
the  many  diflFerent  schools  of  pacifist  thought,  who  see  the 
present  situation  as  demanding  either  preparation  for  total 
destruction  or  a  complete  cessation  of  all  military  measures 
through  unilateral  action.  We  believe  that  if  the  world  sur- 
vives these  next  critical  years  and  becomes  less  uncivilized, 
we  shall  move  away  from  the  anarchy  of  nationalism,  re- 
ducing arms  to  the  level  of  police  forces  and  handling  as 
imaginatively  as  we  can  the  problem  of  coping  with  des- 
potic governments.  Naturally,  it  is  hard  to  see  how  the 
transition  from  the  fully  armed  nation-state  to  the  fully 
disarmed  nation-state  can  be  accomplished.  It  is  easier  to 
envisage  a  diplomatic  give-and-take  between  ourselves  and 
the  Soviet  Union  that  (without  complete  disarmament) 
would  settle  outstanding  conflicts  of  interest  in  Europe  and 
Asia— even  though  attempts  at  such  a  settlement  would  en- 
counter the  opposition  of  Adenauer  and  Ulbricht,  Chiang 
and  Mao,  American  cold  warriors  and  their  Stalinist  op- 
posite numbers  in  Russia.  Efforts  at  disarmament  not 
coupled  with  diplomatic  moves  to  settle  the  cold  war  will 
make  Americans  as  uneasy  as  high-flying  spy  planes  must 
make  the  Russian  people,  and  hence  may  boomerang.  In 
our  judgment,  one  must  work  simultaneously  on  both 
fronts,  diplomacy  and  disarmament,  keeping  in  mind  the 
long-run  pacifist  goal  of  a  world  in  which  conflict  is  settled 
without  weapons  and  war.  Perhaps  however  we  should  not 
speak  of  this  goal  as  "long  nin,"  analogous  to  some  New 
Jerusalem  that  will  never  come;  for  we  are  faced  with  a 
situation  in  which  the  very  preservation  of  life  and  social 
order  requires  political  and  technical  measures  that  now 
seem  "impossible,"  if  they  can  be  envisaged  at  all.  We 
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need  as  much  inventiveness  and  confidence  in  what  man 
can  accompHsh  as  were  possessed  by  the  framers  of  the 
American  Constitution. 

What  we  wish  to  emphasize  here,  however,  is  not  the 
details  of  the  various  positions,  but  rather  the  way  in  which 
the  American  style  of  thinking  has  suffered  from  a  tend- 
ency to  oversimplify  alternatives  and  to  leap  always  to 
absolute  positions.  It  is  wrong  to  insist  that  one  must  choose 
between  conformity  and  individualism,  slavery  or  freedom, 
absolute  toughness  or  unilateral  disarmament.  Our  need  to 
plan  distant  as  well  as  short-run  goals,  to  work  out  the 
full  implications  of  alternative  actions,  is  confused  with 
simplistic  self-definitions,  and  thus  we  militate  against 
graduated  approaches.  Where  the  arms  race  is  concerned, 
a  graduated  approach  would  start  with  a  definition  of  the 
goal  as  disarmament  and  would  continue  with  a  step-by- 
step  attempt  to  find  ways  of  overcoming  our  fears  on  the 
one  hand  and  Russia's  distrust  of  inspectors  on  the  other. 
An  illustration  of  the  kind  of  imaginative  plan  that  is 
needed  is  Leo  Szilard's  idea  of  an  inspection  game.^^ 
Recognizing  the  reality  both  of  our  fear  of  secret  Soviet 
operations  (and  of  the  unreliability  of  any  government's 
promise,  including  our  own)  and  theirs  of  foreigners  pok- 
ing around,  Szilard  would  allow  inspection  in  detail  any 
time  that  either  party  suspected  clandestine  atomic  activity 
or  decided  that  a  tremor  might  not  merely  be  an  earth- 
quake. However,  if  we  turned  out  to  be  wrong  we  would 
have  to  pay  the  Soviets  a  huge  indemnity  and  vice  versa. 
The  goal  of  such  a  game  is  greater  trust  through  experi- 
ence rather  than  an  idea  of  security  through  armaments 
which  suggests  either  a  statuesque  posture  or  a  swaddled, 
unrealistic  existence,  perhaps  lived  underground  in  con- 
crete shelters. 

To  think  in  these  terms  requires  something  of  a  science 
fiction  mentality,  coupled  with  this  sort  of  understanding 

10  Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientists,  (April  i960). 
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of  political  inspection  that  one  finds  in  Ithiel  Pool's  con- 
tribution to  the  Daedalus  symposium  on  arms  control. ^i 


How  does  one  begin  the  effort  to  change  current  patterns 
of  thinking  about  security  through  armament?  Because  dif- 
ferent people  in  the  United  States  are  at  different  stages  of 
alertness  and  health  or  flight  and  cynicism,  answers  will 
vary  depending  on  which  group  in  the  population  one  ad- 
dresses. 

When  a  man  is  being  overmanipulated  to  the  point 
where  his  very  existence  has  become  unreal,  he  cannot  be 
"made"  human  by  more  and  better  manipulation  from  the 
"right"  direction,  by  mere  bombardment  with  pressures 
and  appeals.  It  is  this  very  habit  of  ignoring  the  human 
qualities  of  men  in  order  to  get  them  to  run  smoothly  that 
has  caused  much  of  our  trouble. 

Manipulation  "downward,"  from  the  ehtes  to  the  public, 
inevitably  intensifies  apathy  and  saps  the  strength  of  an 
alert  public  just  when  it  is  most  needed.  Thus— to  return 
to  an  earlier  point— by  a  propaganda  campaign  which  per- 
suaded people  to  view  the  Marshall  Plan-Mutual  Security 
Program  as  a  semi-military  stroke  against  communism 
rather  than  as  an  idealistic  and  ultimately  practical  ac- 
knowledgment of  our  new  world  responsibility,  we  in- 
creased the  chances  of  a  quick  acceptance  of  the  program 
at  the  expense  of  setting  a  pattern  in  which  all  economic 
development  of  underdeveloped  countries  would  carry  the 
imprimatur  of  our  particular  sort  of  idealism.  By  reinforc- 
ing the  ideology  of  cageyness,  we  have  been  killing  the 
very  quality  in  ourselves  which  might  save  us  from  a  moral 
disintegration  that  armaments  can  never  arrest. 

However,  while  manipulation   downward  or  sideways 
leads  to  dysfunctional  precedents  which  narrow  future  al- 
ii See  Ithiel  deSola  Pool,  "Public  Opinion  and  the  Control  of 
Armaments,"  Daedalus,  Vol.  89  ( Fall  i960 ) ,  pages  984-99. 
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ternatives,  lobbying  "upward"  is  necessary  and  in  the  best 
traditions  of  keeping  our  leaders  responsible.  Today,  as  free 
citizens,  we  need  energetically  to  influence  the  military, 
industrial,  political,  and  educational  leaders  into  letting  go 
of  their  investments  in  the  cold  war  and  into  working  not 
only  for  a  safer  but  for  a  better  world.  These  investments 
are  very  seldom  "vested  interests"  about  which  we  hear  so 
much.  There  are  of  course  vested  interests  in  the  arma- 
ments industries,  but  there  are  very  few  businessmen  who 
would  rather  make  weapons  than  make  consumer  goods 
for  the  civilian  population.  Many  of  these  businessmen  con- 
sider themselves  "realistic  idealists"  and  are  men  of  good 
will  whose  economic  advantage  makes  it  easier  for  them 
to  rationalize  their  work  by  putting  full  blame  on  the  Rus- 
sians and  by  parading  the  horrors  of  communism.  Many  of 
them  know  deep  down  that  this  is  dangerous  and  that  the 
economic  advantage  is  precarious  also,  especially  since 
their  customers  in  the  armed  sei^vices  are  constantly  chang- 
ing their  requirements,  as  contractors  for  another  service 
may  come  up  with  a  better  or  more  saleable  weapons  sys- 
tem. Most  of  these  industrialists  would  probably  not  object 
to  studies  such  as  Seymour  Melmans  has  been  making  on 
the  economics  of  disarmament— or  to  plans,  for  example, 
for  deploying  part  of  Raytheon  into  a  government- 
supported  project  for  the  renewal  of  downtown  Boston. 
One  could  argue  that  some  of  the  scientists  are  more 
wedded  to  the  arms  race  than  their  commercial  employers, 
although  even  the  scientists  could  certainly  be  retrained 
and  much  of  what  they  now  do  could  be  applied  to  non- 
military  developments.  Or,  to  take  another  instance,  pro- 
grams might  be  developed  for  the  retraining  of  ofRcers  of 
SAC  and  other  agencies  whose  existence  depends  on  the 
cold  war.  Fortunately,  many  men  and  much  equipment  can 
be  deployed  into  inspection  for  disarmament;  but  in  a  less 
bellicose  climate  others  may  not  find  jobs  with  defense  con- 
tractors. Still,  such  men  often  have  unusual  organizational 
ability    and    remarkable    dedication    and    with    retraining 
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could  be  prepared  for  many  governmental,  corporate,  and 
educational  positions.  There  would  seem  to  be  less  techni- 
cal but  graver  political  difficulties  in  the  workers  and  their 
unions  now  involved  in  defense  activities,  for  these  cannot 
so  readily  afford  as  the  businessmen  and  military  leaders 
to  take  the  "long  view."  Many  are  making  more  money 
than  they  ever  did  before  and  if  their  companies  were  to 
close  down  would  be  stranded  in  an  economically  de- 
pressed area.  The  situation  is  far  more  serious  than  in  the 
period  at  the  end  of  the  Second  World  War  when  there 
was  a  great  demand  for  civihan  products;  and  it  seems 
essential  for  the  federal  government  to  give  assurances  to 
the  labor  force  now  employed  directly  or  indirectly  in  de- 
fense work  that  it  will  not  suffer  in  a  period  of  transition. ^^ 
It  has  been  our  experience  that  there  are  elements  of 
idealism  in  even  the  most  apparently  cynical  men  who  en- 
gage in  defense  activities  for  short-run  gains  while  letting 
the  future  take  care  of  itself.  This  cynicism  often  reflects  a 
feeling  of  powerlessness  to  change  anything  important.  The 
irony  is  that  in  an  age  when  so  many  feel  so  powerless  a 
single  irate  letter  can  often  have  a  totally  unanticipated 
impact.  The  men  in  positions  of  power  are  often  both  di- 
vided and  confused,  and  a  "grass  roots"  complaint  about  a 
TV  show  or  a  congressional  measure  can,  as  often  for  the 
worse  as  for  the  better,  show  the  fallacy  of  those  who  be- 
lieve that  there  are  no  channels  left  for  effective  political 
action.  Even  a  freshman  congressman  who  asks  questions 
of  the  State  Department  or  the  Defense  Department  and 
persists  at  it  is~©ften  able  to  exercise  leverage  that  would 
astonish  the  defeatist. 

12  Despite  the  threat  to  the  defense  worker,  Chester  Bowles 
reported  after  his  1958  congressional  campaign  that  many  New 
London  submarine  makers  supported  his  anti-cold  war  position 
although  they  recognized  it  threatened  their  jobs.  They  were, 
however,  close  enough  to  the  actual  weapons  of  destruction  to 
feel  a  healthy  fear. 
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VI 

Yet,  if  we  get  out  of  the  immediate  crisis,  we  shall  still 
be  faced  with  the  underlying  disorder  in  a  society  in  which 
—partly  as  the  result  of  its  great  past  achievements— people 
feel  there  is  plenty  for  all,  but  little  joy  in  using  the  things 
we  have  made. 

For  the  Russians,  a  decrease  in  defense  spending  means 
the  beginning  of  television  and  toasters  for  all,  and  perhaps 
a  slight  loosening  of  despotic  controls.  For  us,  much  more 
is  involved,  and  more  difficult  problems— those  of  "abun- 
dance for  what?"i3  Indeed,  no  society  has  ever  been  in 
the  American  position  before  or  anywhere  near  it  (al- 
though the  Scandinavians  and  West  Germans  are  close, 
and  the  British  not  too  far  away),  and  thus  the  dream  of 
plenty  until  our  time  has  remained  unsullied.  We  cannot 
look  to  the  experience  of  other  times  and  other  countries 
for  models  for  the  American  futiue.  Neither  can  we  dis- 
cover much  relevant  wisdom  in  earlier  prophets  of  abun- 
dance. Very  few  of  these  prophets  foresaw  the  actual 
cornucopia  of  even  so  modestly  efficient  an  industrial  plant 
as  ours  (a  plant  which,  if  we  were  not  so  afraid  of  pro- 
ductivity or  of  controlling  waste,  would  produce  in  a 
manner  truly  comparable  to  the  myth  of  American  eflS- 
ciency).!'^  For  example,  Edward  Bellamy's  Looking  Back- 
ward, which  had  an  enormous  impact  on  the  Gilded  Age, 
envisaged  an  industrial  Utopia  whose  amiable  and  genteel 
standard  of  living  has  long  since  been  attained  throughout 
a  large  American  middle-income  belt— though  the  inner 
peace  and  spaciousness  that  were  supposed  to  go  along 
with  this  prosperity  have  scarcely  been  approached.  Even 

13  We  have  drawn  in  what  follows  on  Riesman,  "Abundance 
for  What?"  Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientists,  Vol.  XIV,  No.  4 
(1958),  pages  135-39. 

1*  This  myth  remains  unpunctured  because  most  other  coun- 
tries not  only  have  fewer  resources  but  are  even  less  efficient. 
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the  most  devoted  apostles  of  capitalism  in  previous  genera- 
tions seldom  foresaw  that  it  would  outrun  their  grandest 
hopes  (though  Schumpeter  did  grasp  this)— while  enemies 
of  capitalism  like  Karl  Marx,  who  acknowledged  its  power 
to  surpass  all  earlier  levels  of  production  and  consumption, 
never  predicted  its  chastened  managerial  form  nor  indeed 
its  bounteous  exploitability.  We  are  a  generation  who,  pre- 
pared for  Paradise  Lost,  are  afraid  that  if  we  enter  Para- 
dise Regained,  we  shall  deprive  ourselves  not  merely  of  the 
incentive  to  produce  but  even  of  the  incentive  to  hve.  We 
therefore  resist  such  a  predicament  as  a  temptation  of  the 
devil,  and  in  the  process  fail  even  to  take  the  necessary 
steps,  first  toward  peace,  and  then  toward  improved  social 
conditions  and  better  education  and  medical  care. 

We  have  been  trained  for  a  world  of  scarcity  and  we 
have  developed  an  image  of  man  under  the  psychology  of 
scarcity.  The  maturation  of  America  and  correspondingly 
of  world  civilization  requires  that  we  begin  a  program  for 
abundance  with  a  new  view  of  man  and  his  potentialities: 
neither  the  inherently  weak  and  sinful  puritan  nor  the  self- 
indulgent  consimier,  but  instead  a  being  whose  nature  is 
fulfilled  through  work  that  truly  engages  him,  both  be- 
cause it  draws  upon  his  creative  power  and  because  it  gives 
him  the  responsibility  for  helping  to  decide  the  form  and 
use  of  what  he  makes.  In  this  way  we  would  be  able  to 
consider  human  destructiveness  as  the  manifestation  of  a 
thwarted  need  to  create  and  to  initiate— a  need  thwarted 
by  inadequate  education  and  opportunity  (as  Paul  Good- 
man declares  in  his  book,  Growing  Up  Absurd).  In  Man 
for  Himself  and  later  writings,  Erich  Fromm  argues  that 
man  does  not  live  merely  for  the  release  of  tensions  (as 
Freud's  writings  often  suggest),  but  that  when  this  is  all 
society  asks  of  him,  his  passive-receptive  orientation  to 
life  can  fill  him  with  a  nagging  self-doubt— which  may  in 
turn  be  exploited  in  the  fantasies  of  omnipotence  that 
virulent  nationalism  demands. 

These    conflicting    ideas    concerning   man's   nature    are 
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dramatized  in  contemporary  American  arguments  about 
the  educational  system.  A  belief  in  the  spontaneous  poten- 
tialities of  human  nature,  and  in  the  relevance  of  schooling 
to  those  potentialities,  animated  some  of  the  original 
leaders  of  the  progressive-education  movement,  notably, 
of  course,  John  Dewey.  In  practice,  however,  many  fol- 
lowers of  this  movement  simply  came  to  terms,  as  new  so- 
cial strata  swamped  the  schools,  with  the  latter 's  diluted 
demands  for  a  laying  on  of  educational  hands.  Now,  in 
reaction  against  this  laxity,  many  American  leaders  have 
found  in  the  cold  war  an  opportunity  to  "tighten  up"  edu- 
cation. Men  like  Admiral  Rickover  espouse  a  climate  of 
rigor,  based  not  on  the  intractable  tasks  set  both  by  knowl- 
edge and  by  life,  but  by  a  need  to  keep  up  with  the  Rus- 
sians, One  of  the  most  profound  lessons  a  child  learns  in 
school  is  how  he  is  to  feel  about  his  later  lifework,  and 
if  he  is  taught  to  approach  the  idea  of  work  only  with  a 
sense  of  duty,  competitiveness,  and  fear  of  failure,  he  will 
never  develop  the  capacity  to  impose  meaning  on  what- 
ever tasks  he  comes  to  undertake.!^ 

15  Of  course  many  people  today  will  say  that  while  they  may 
not  be  "mad"  about  their  work,  neither  do  they  mind  it.  In  The 
Lonely  Crowd  (1950),  the  senior  author  took  a  sanguine  view 
of  the  attenuation  of  "meaning"  in  work,  arguing  that  in  an  af- 
fluent society  arduous  and  demanding  work  would  become  in- 
creasingly unnecessary,  and  that  the  productive  impulse  would 
have  to  be  expressed  in  leisure  and  play.  Further  reflection  has 
convinced  us  that  here  we  are  not  necessarily  the  prisoners  of  our 
technological  fate,  of  our  given  forms  of  mass  production,  and 
of  the  organization  of  work.  We  now  believe  that  a  rich,  heavily 
automatized  society  is  precisely  one  that  can  afford  to  reorganize 
work  so  that  attention  is  focused  no  longer  exclusively  on  the 
product,  but  on  the  worker  himself  as  a  product  of  his  work.  We 
have  been  greatly  excited  and  impressed  by  a  few  pioneering 
examples,  like  Edwin  Land's  Polaroid  factory.  There,  deep  in- 
volvement in  work  and  a  concept  of  the  factory  that  continues 
the  process  of  education  for  the  workers  have  significantly  en- 
livened many  workers  (without  any  loss  in  productivity  when 
measured  by  the  traditional  standards  of  the  balance  sheet,  al- 
though this  must  not  be  the  sole  or  even  the  crucial  measure  of 
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The  problems,  political  and  technical,  of  reorganizing 
work  along  lines  we  can  now  only  dimly  envisage  are  so 
enormous  as  to  be  almost  inhibiting.  If  one  ponders  on 
these  matters,  one  finds  oneself  facing  into  a  new  frontier 
that  is  neither  physically  nor  poHtically  simple,  but  that 
requires  as  much  resourcefulness  and  tenacity  as  the  older 
frontiers  did.  For  example,  one  might  consider  the  changes 
involved  if  every  job  in  America  were  reanalyzed,  not  with 
an  eye  only  to  its  efficiency  in  terms  of  traditional  output, 
but  in  terms  of  its  long-run  efiFect  on  the  worker,  his  family, 
his  friends,  and  his  political  life.  We  now  assume  that 
production  will  go  on  as  usual,  and  that  humane  progress 
demands  only  ancillary  adjustments,  fringe  benefits,  which 
repair  some  of  the  ravages  of  work,  on  the  one  hand  by 
making  the  work  place  less  physically  exhausting  and  des- 
potic, and  on  the  other  by  trying  to  shore  up  the  leisure 
life  of  the  worker  with  a  variety  of  welfare  measures.  It  is 
difficult  to  change  this  pattern,  even  if  management  is 
wilhng  to  initiate  the  attempt.  Edwin  Land  has  found  that 
workers  in  his  Polaroid  factory  are  not  eager  to  leave  the 
assembly  line,  to  whose  routines  they  have  become  ac- 
customed, for  an  unspecified  job  in  a  laboratory.  They 
doubt  their  ability  to  cope  with  a  larger  untried  situation, 
just  as  some  students  prefer  rigid  routines,  which  give  them 
the  assurance  they  are  learning  something,  to  less  predict- 
able programs  of  seK-directed  study.  In  Dr.  Land's  experi- 
ence, workers,  like  students,  need  support  and  encourage- 
ment to  attempt  new  tasks. 

Another  example  of  inertia  is  provided  by  Professor  Chris 
Argyris  of  the  Yale  Department  of  Industrial  Administra- 
tion. The  president  of  a  small  corporation,  Argyris  reports, 
decided  that  all  foremen  should  determine  their  own  rates 

success ) .  To  be  creative  in  leisure  while  mindless  and  passive  in 
work  demands  a  schizoid  attitude  which  even  if  psychologically 
possible  would  put  too  great  a  burden  on  leisure,  just  as  the 
family  bears  too  great  a  burden  when  it  becomes  the  only  res- 
ervoir of  decency  in  a  disordered  civic  and  national  life. 
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of  reimbursement.  One  day  he  announced  that  there  was 
a  payroll  of  so  many  dollars  to  which  he  would  add  an 
annual  increment,  and  that  the  workers  should  divide  it 
among  themselves  as  seemed  equitable  to  them.  At  first 
they  jumped  at  the  chance,  but  not  long  after  they  asked 
to  be  relieved  of  the  responsibility.  The  president,  however, 
did  not  give  up.  It  took  him  seven  years  to  create  a  work 
milieu  in  which  the  foremen  could  develop  respect  for 
themselves  and  one  another.  In  the  course  of  making  his 
innovations,  the  president  discovered  how  deep  were  the 
feelings  of  alienation,  of  separateness,  and  how  low  was  the 
sense  of  self-esteem  among  the  foremen.  He  found  also  that 
these  feelings  could  not  be  changed  by  propaganda,  that 
such  persuasion  merely  increased  self-hate  and  alienation. 
The  foremen  preferred  paternalism  until  they  had  devel- 
oped a  confidence  in  themselves  based  on  an  altered  work 
situation  in  which  they  made  decisions  about  style  and 
methods  of  production.  And  the  president  was  secure 
enough  not  to  feel  that  he  had  to  hang  on  to  traditional 
prerogatives;  as  the  workers  took  over  more  activities,  he 
was  freed  for  new  ones. 


VII 

When  in  discussion  we  have  stressed  hopeful  illustra- 
tions like  these  as  models  for  social  change,  we  have  some- 
times found  them  quickly  dismissed  by  people  brought  up 
in  the  shadow  of  Marxism.  Such  people  believe  that  the 
coming  of  abundance  does  not  change  the  vested  interests, 
and  that  political  commitments  will  continue  to  reflect  eco- 
nomic advantage.  They  look  to  what  is  left  of  the  Ameri- 
can disinherited  as  the  potential  cadre  to  displace  the 
power  elite,  and  they  see  hostility  rather  than  hope  as  the 
principal  lever  of  political  change;  therefore,  they  do  not 
even  try  to  move  men  by  rational  appeals.  One  might  ask 
whether  they  are  in  fact  good  Marxists.  However,  one  need 
not  be  entirely  theoretical:  recent  student  rallies  for  Negro 
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rights  at  leading  universities;  the  interest  of  the  number  of 
students  in  problems  of  disarmament;  and  perhaps  above 
all  the  enthusiastic  response  of  students  in  many  parts  of 
the  country  to  the  possibilities  of  a  Peace  Corps  all  illus- 
trate what  seems  to  us  to  have  been  generally  the  case  in 
historical  development:  that  it  is  not  the  most  underpriv- 
ileged who  are  most  concerned  about  justice  and  about  the 
future.  Even  the  hangovers  of  scarcity  psychology— for  ex- 
ample, the  prevalent  notion  that,  even  if  there  should  be 
enough  of  the  good  things  of  life  for  all,  there  would  always 
remain  a  short  supply  of  status— do  not  alter  the  fact  that 
those  who  worry  least  about  having  enough  (including 
enough  status)  frequently  show  the  clearest  sense  of  re- 
sponsibility. This  is  true  not  only  for  the  Tory  patricians  re- 
ferred to  earlier  but  also  for  many  of  their  opponents  in 
politics  and  in  intellectual  life.  What  is  lacking  today  is  an 
audience  of  restless  poor  (save  among  Negroes)  awaiting 
the  leadership  of  the  better-off. 

As  higher  education  expands  and  as  blue-collar  work 
gives  way  to  white-collar  work,  the  often  denigrated  bour- 
geois idealist,  the  pilot  fish  of  the  Marxian  theory  of  revolu- 
tion, becomes  a  member  of  a  class  quite  as  large  in  number 
as  the  factory  workers.  This  group  is  only  residually  a 
"class"  in  the  traditional  sense,  for  it  lacks  any  sense  of 
identity  of  interest  and  any  large  reservoir  of  hatred  or  of 
solidarity.  Unlike  the  well-to-do  of  other  times,  it  is  not  sup- 
ported by  servants— indeed,  its  lack  of  the  habit  of  com- 
mand is  one  of  its  present  political  weaknesses.  On  the 
whole,  its  members,  children  of  the  industrial  revolution, 
have  thought  that  any  increase  in  productivity  automati- 
cally spells  progress;  but  today  this  has  become  a  tarnished 
belief,  and  little  as  yet  exists  to  take  its  place.  The  answer 
for  which  many  radicals  look  is  the  highly  unlikely  pros- 
pect of  another  depression.  In  our  judgment  a  depression 
is  unlikely  at  present,  less  because  the  Keynesian  weapons 
of  fiscal  and  other  governmental  intervention  are  well  un- 
derstood and  politically  available  than  because,  as  we  have 

45 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

already  argued,  an  increase  in  "defense"  expenditures  can 
again  be  used,  as  it  was  in  the  recession  of  1957-58,  to 
maintain  the  flow  of  income.  But  even  if  such  measures 
should  fail  and  another  depression  would  threaten,  the 
result  at  best  would  be  another  New  Deal— if  one  could 
imagine  such  coasting  on  inherited  ideals  which  were 
barely  adequate  in  their  own  day,  let  alone  in  our  era  of 
potential  abundance.  Another  formula,  occasionally  sug- 
gested by  the  engineering-minded,  is  to  regard  the  race  for 
outer  space  as  a  safety  valve  for  the  arms  race,  furnishing 
an  outlet  at  once  for  imperialistic  energies  and  cowboy 
imaginations.  While  it  goes  without  saying  that  this  latter 
"solution"  is  preferable  to  the  arms  race,  it  seems  to  us  a 
fictional  frontier,  reflecting  a  nostalgia  for  a  long-past  day 
when  the  West  had  to  be  settled,  the  industries  developed, 
the  cities  built,  the  immigrants  "Americanized." 

To  summarize  our  argument:  many  Americans  think 
that  the  only  changes  needed  in  our  national  life  are  minor 
ones,  or  choices  between  starkly  stated  alternatives.  In  this 
they  are  like  patients  who  come  to  a  psychiatrist  and  say, 
"There  is  nothing  basically  the  matter  with  me  except  that 
I  have  this  ulcer."  So  it  is  with  the  ulcer  of  the  cold  war 
which,  as  much  as  it  is  a  reaction  to  a  real  conflict,  also  ex- 
poses the  failure  of  a  style  of  life.  Though  the  immediate 
peril  demands  the  beginning  of  disarmament  as  one  first 
step  toward  ending  the  cold  war,  in  doing  this  we  only 
patch  a  symptom.  Disarmament  and  eased  international 
tensions  are  not  the  end  of  therapy,  and  true  peace  is  not 
merely  the  absence  of  war  but  a  state  in  which  the  quality 
of  existence  becomes  humane  and  generous  rather  than 
destructive. 

The  analogy  goes  further.  Just  as  no  therapist  can  cure 
anyone  but  merely  provides  the  support  for  another's  steps 
toward  health,  so  our  leadership  cannot  manipulate  us  into 
Utopia.  In  order  for  us  to  live  with  our  abundance,  there 
must  be  greater  participation  in  the  political  life  of  the 
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United  States  and  of  the  world.  The  traditional  American 
ideology  which  is  concerned  only  with  equaHty  of  economic 
and  political  opportunity  and  freedom  from  control— in 
other  words  with  the  major  problems  of  scarcity  alone- 
must  readjust  to  face  the  problems  that  have  suddenly  be- 
come visible  because  of  abundance:  lack  of  participation 
in  life  and  lack  of  opportunity  and  education  for  self-ex- 
pression. Once  these  problems  can  be  faced,  a  people  of 
plenty  may  be  able  to  use  its  power  for  helping  other  peo- 
ple toward  economic  prosperity  (as  an  essential  step 
toward  further  diflBcult  alternatives). 

As  has  been  suggested,  if  really  promising  steps  could 
be  taken,  the  release  of  fear  and  anxiety  that  people  would 
feel— the  ability  to  breathe  freely  again  and  to  make  long- 
term  plans— will  have  at  once  a  productive  and  an  un- 
settling effect:  old  agendas  and  ways  of  regarding  the 
world  will  have  to  be  scrapped  and  new  ones  discovered. 
Our  imagination  must  focus  on  other  frontiers,  work  at 
bringing  more  people  into  participation  by  forming  many 
small  groups,  by  decentralizing  industry,  by  creating  bet- 
ter means  for  continued  education  not  merely  for  children 
but  for  adults  throughout  life.  To  be  sure,  none  of  the 
problems  of  scarcity  has  been  dealt  with  in  a  whoUy  satis- 
factory way:  not  all  Americans  are  a£3uent,  many  are  des- 
titute, and  many  of  the  traditional  issues  of  welfare  and 
social  justice— markedly,  of  course,  the  race  issue— remain 
exigent.  But  a  movement  of  renewal  dedicated  only  to 
these  issues  is  not  conceivable.  We  shall  move  faster  on 
these  older  fronts  if  they  do  not  usurp  all  our  attention  and 
if  we  can  invent  an  American  future  which  is  exciting,  ac- 
tive, and  responsible,  but  neither  murderous  nor  imperial- 
istic. It  is  for  this  that  poHtical  programs  are  needed  which 
transcend  the  details  of  the  present. 
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A.  Introduction  and  Background 

It  is  not  unusual  for  most  nations  to  go  through  alternating 
periods  of  adventurous  progress  animated  by  hope  and 
periods  of  retrenchment  animated  by  fear.  These  pendulum 
swings  are  reflected  in  a  nation's  foreign  poHcy. 

For  the  past  seven  years,  the  United  States  has  been  in 
a  period  of  retrenchment  dominated  by  complacency  and 
a  desire  to  preserve  and  enjoy  the  fruits  of  past  progress. 
As  a  consequence  of  this  pseudo-conservatism  at  home, 
United  States  foreign  policy  has  consisted  for  the  most 
part  of  a  series  of  negative  reactions  to  external  forces 
deemed  to  present  a  threat  to  the  status  quo. 

In  addition,  these  external  forces  have  been  mistakenly 
identified  as  arising  solely  out  of  the  existence  of  aggressive 
Communist  dictatorships. 

The  fact  is,  however,  that  since  the  Second  World  War, 
the  challenge  to  the  United  States  and  to  all  of  Western 
civilization  has  been  posed  not  merely  by  these  dictator- 
ships but  by  a  world  in  revolution— a  many-faceted  revolu- 
tion caused  largely  by  the  West  itself.  The  Communists 
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have  ruthlessly  and  skillfully  exploited  revolutionary 
change  and  have  thereby  magnified  the  danger,  but  com- 
munism did  not  initiate  the  mid-twentieth-century  revolu- 
tions; nor  would  these  revolutions  cease  if  the  Communist 
dictatorships  were  to  be  overthrown. 

The  Asian  and  African  revolt  against  colonialism  was 
the  product  of  a  dying  European  imperiahsm.  It  burst  into 
flame  once  the  European  powers  had  sufficiently  weakened 
themselves  by  fratricidal  conflict. 

So  also  Western  progress  toward  ever  higher  living  stand- 
ards, Western  failure  to  share  that  progress  to  a  sufficient 
degree,  and  Western  dissemination  of  ideas,  of  knowledge, 
and  of  techniques  through  Western-invented  means  of 
communication  set  oflF  the  revolt  of  the  underprivileged  in 
what  has  aptly  been  called  "the  revolution  of  rising  ex- 
pectations." Communism  has  exploited  the  revolt  against 
poverty,  hunger,  and  backwardness  by  offering  an  open 
sesame  into  the  twentieth  century  more  relevant  to  the 
aspirations  of  the  peoples  on  the  march  than  anything  of- 
fered by  the  West.  Where  communism  has  succeeded  it 
has  done  so  by  demonstrating  that  it  could  catch  up  to 
centuries  of  slow  Western  progress  and  hft  an  entire  people 
out  of  feudal  conditions  and  into  the  twentieth  century  in 
the  span  of  a  single  generation.  The  fact  that  it  did  so  at 
the  expense  of  individual  freedom  has  meant  Httle  to  peo- 
ples who  have  never  had  a  taste  of  such  freedom. 

Finally,  it  was  the  West  which  opened  the  door  into  the 
atomic  age  and  initiated  the  revolution  in  weaponry  which 
has  rendered  war  useless  as  an  instrument  of  foreign  poHcy. 

Thus  communism  has  become  a  serious  threat  to  West- 
em  civilization  chiefly  because  the  West  lost  control  of  the 
great  processes  of  political,  economic,  and  technologi- 
cal change  which— partly  through  its  virtues  and  partly 
through  its  shortcomings— the  West  itself  had  initiated. 
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B. 

At  the  end  of  the  Second  World  War,  the  United  States 
stood  at  the  apogee  of  world-wide  respect  and  power.  For 
a  short  time  the  United  States  appeared  ready  to  fulfill  the 
world's  hopes  and  aspirations.  It  had  had  no  part  in  kin- 
dling the  flames  of  war.  It  had  made  a  decisive  contribution 
to  victory.  Having  done  so,  it  initiated  world-wide  relief 
(UNRRA),  took  the  lead  in  forming  the  United  Nations, 
ofi^ered  voluntarily  to  surrender  to  the  new  world  organiza- 
tion its  monopoly  of  atomic  power,  came  to  a  ravaged 
Europe's  rescue  with  the  Marshall  Plan,  sponsored  the  In- 
ternational Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Rehabilitation, 
and,  finally,  launched  a  program  of  aid  to  the  development 
of  the  so-called  underdeveloped  countries. 

During  these  early  postwar  years  the  United  States 
seemed  dedicated  to  an  afiirmative  purpose— the  purpose  of 
binding  up  the  wounds  of  war,  of  building  the  machinery 
for  the  preservation  of  peace,  of  aiding  and  guiding  the 
revolution  of  the  underprivileged,  and  of  directing  the 
great  newly  discovered  forces  of  atomic  energy  exclusively 
toward  peaceful  human  betterment. 

This  was  the  short  era  of  magnificently  good  intentions, 
many  of  which  were  realized.  Unfortunately,  it  was  also 
the  era  of  dangerous  delusion. 

One  such  delusion  had  been  expressed  in  the  wartime 
slogan  of  "unconditional  surrender,"  implying  that  the 
United  States  was  fighting  the  war  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
achieving  mihtary  victory  as  quickly  as  possible,  and  im- 
plying also  the  belief  that  peace  would  be  assured  once 
the  Axis  powers  had  been  brought  to  their  knees,  had  been 
disarmed  and  rendered  incapable  of  renewed  aggression. 

The  second  delusion  was  that  the  Soviet  Union,  having 
(thanks  to  Hitler)  been  an  ally  in  the  war,  could  hence- 
forth be  counted  upon  to  co-operate  in  restoring  the  world 
to  something  like  its  ante-bellum  status.  This  belief  as- 
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sumed  that  past  Western  hostility  to  the  Russian  Revolu- 
tion had  been  forgotten;  that  Lend-Lease,  El  Alamein, 
and  the  Normandy  invasion  would  be  equated  in  Russian 
eyes  with  the  turning  of  the  tide  at  Stalingrad;  and  that 
Stalin  himself,  by  some  osmosis  of  association  with  Roose- 
velt and  Churchill,  had  acquired  the  manners,  morals,  and 
value  standards  of  an  Anglo-Saxon  gentleman. 

This  dangerous  delusion  led  to  the  belief  (or  hope)  that, 
without  any  major  quid  pro  quo,  such  as  the  promise  of 
massive  postwar  aid  toward  Soviet  relief  and  reconstruc- 
tion, a  ruthless  dictator  would  actually  allow  free  Western- 
style  democratic  governments  to  come  into  existence  in 
countries  over  which,  through  enormous  sacrifice,  the  So- 
viet Union  had  gained  absolute  physical  control.  In  other 
words,  that,  by  a  single  stroke  of  genial  diplomacy,  it 
would  be  possible  to  undo  not  only  the  results  of  "appease- 
ment" and  the  prewar  betrayal  of  Central  Europe  to  Hitler 
but  also  the  clear  consequences  of  the  subsequent  Russian 
"liberation"  of  Warsaw,  Vienna,  Budapest,  Prague,  and 
Berlin. 

Upon  the  belief  that  this  diplomatic  miracle  had  actually 
been  accomplished  was  erected  the  structure  of  the  United 
Nations;  and,  largely  because  of  this  fantasy,  the  Western 
powers  dismantled  their  great  military  power  in  Europe 
before  anything  like  a  European  peace  settlement  had 
been  achieved. 

The  shattering  of  this  delusion  by  Stalin's  aggressive  as- 
sertion of  domination  over  Eastern  Europe  ushered  in  the 
past  decade  of  the  cold  war,  which  diverted  the  United 
States  from  its  originally  affirmative  and  largely  altruistic 
purposes. 

C. 

Soviet  satellization  of  Eastern  Europe,  Communist  con- 
spiracy in  France,  Italy,  and  Greece,  and  the  failure  of  the 
four-power  experiment  in  Germany  caused  the  American 
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government  to  adopt  the  oversimplified  theory  that  "one 
coimtry  and  one  country  alone"  was  responsible  for  the 
failure  to  establish  a  just  and  honorable  peace.  This  myopic 
view  served  to  focus  American  attention  upon  Moscow  as 
the  fountainhead  of  all  evil  and  caused  the  United  States 
to  adopt  the  purely  defensive  policy  of  "containment." 

Furthermore,  a  fatal  misreading  of  Soviet  intentions 
caused  the  United  States  to  concentrate  its  attention  upon 
Europe  and  to  adopt  a  Europe-oriented  policy  in  Asia  and 
the  Middle  East— a  policy  which  utterly  failed  to  take  into 
account  the  indigenous  forces  at  work  in  these  areas. 

The  disorientation  of  American  foreign  policy  was  ac- 
companied by  the  belief  that  the  threat  of  Soviet  commu- 
nism—like the  earlier  threat  of  Nazi  Germany  and  Japan 
—was  essentially  mihtary  and  could,  therefore,  best  be  con- 
tained by  military  means.  (This  misreading  of  the  essen- 
tially political  nature  of  the  Communist  threat  was  no 
doubt  inspired  in  part  by  Soviet  probing  actions  and  by 
failure  to  understand  that  the  "military"  victory  of  the  Chi- 
nese Communists  was  achieved  more  by  political  than  mili- 
tary means.) 


D. 

The  attempt  to  contain  communism  by  surrounding  the 
Sino-Soviet  periphery  with  military  bases  and  alliances  en- 
tailed a  number  of  undesirable  consequences. 

1.  It  deepened  the  distrust  and  hostility  of  the  Com- 
munist dictatorships  and  stimulated  their  own  military  ef- 
forts.  (Power  inevitably  attracts  countervailing  power.) 

2.  It  left  the  initiative  to  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc,  enabhng 
it  to  start  or  threaten  to  start  brush  fires  anj^where  along 
its  giant  periphery,  thus  forcing  the  United  States  to  adopt 
a  fire-brigade  function  of  rushing  from  one  point  to  another 
to  extinguish  incipient  conflagrations. 

3.  Since  containment  was  beyond  the  power  of  the 
United  States  alone,  it  necessitated  a  multiplicity  of  alli- 
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ances,  some  of  which  were  merely  useless  while  others 
actually  harmed  rather  than  strengthened  the  anti-Com- 
munist coalition. 

The  core  of  this  system  of  containment  was  the  NATO 
alliance,  formed  for  the  defense  of  Western  Europe;  yet 
this  alliance  never  succeeded  in  raising  even  the  minimum 
forces  required  for  its  mission.  The  recruitment  of  German 
forces  and  the  attempt  to  make  up  for  the  lack  of  defensive 
manpower  by  equipping  its  meager  conventional  forces 
with  so-called  tactical  nuclear  weapons  diminished  NATO's 
credibility  as  a  purely  defensive  force,  without  making  it 
any  more  capable  of  holding  o£F  invasion  by  vastly  superior 
and  similarly  equipped  Soviet  forces.  In  spite  of  this, 
NATO  remained  the  strongest  link  in  a  lamentably  weak 
chain— the  strongest  deterrent  ground  force  ironically 
placed  at  the  point  least  likely  to  he  attacked.  (There  is 
no  evidence  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  ever  intended  to 
attack  Western  Europe.  There  is  ample  evidence  that  So- 
viet intention  has  been  to  outflank  Western  Europe  in  Asia, 
the  Middle  East,  and  Africa.) 

Outside  of  Europe,  the  ring  of  military  containment  has 
existed  largely  on  paper,  except  for  the  American  forces 
stationed  in  Japan,  the  Seventh  Fleet  in  Far  Eastern  wa- 
ters, and  the  Sixth  Fleet  in  the  Mediterranean. 

Some  of  the  many  alliances  are  definite  elements  of 
weakness. 

The  alliance  with  Chiang  Kai-shek,  contracted  after  his 
flight  from  the  mainland,  serves  more  to  provoke  than  to 
ward  off  attack;  moreover,  it  divides  the  anti-Communist 
coalition  at  its  core  and  cements  the  Sino-Soviet  alliance. 

The  rearming  of  Pakistan  deprived  that  country  of 
much-needed  economic  assistance  while  at  the  same  time 
forcing  a  crucially  important  democratic  and  pacifist  India 
to  divert  resources  from  its  Five- Year  Plan  to  rearmament. 

The  attempt  to  rearm  the  Arab  states  as  anti-Communist 
allies  resulted  merely  in  splitting  the  Arab  states  into  rival 
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factions  and  increased  the  already  explosive  tensions  be- 
tween the  Arabs  and  Israel, 

Black  Africa  was  entirely  neglected. 

United  States  preoccupation  with  Europe  stood  in  the 
way  of  Latin  America's  receiving  vitally  needed  economic 
assistance. 

4.  While  producing  little  if  any  military  strength,  the 
attempt  at  physical  containment  stultified  the  political 
posture  of  the  United  States.  Alliances  with  anti-democratic 
and  unpopular  governments  (Franco  in  Spain,  Nuri  as- 
Said  in  Iraq)  placed  the  United  States  in  the  invidious 
position  of  defending  an  outmoded  status  quo  in  various 
parts  of  the  world  where  peoples  desired  radical  change. 
Concern  for  its  European  allies  caused  the  United  States 
either  to  back  the  rickety  remnants  of  colonialism  (Indo- 
China)  or  else  to  take  an  ambivalent  position  (Algeria) 
which  pleased  neither  the  colonial  power  nor  the  people 
seeking  freedom  and  independence.  Concentration  of 
American  effort  upon  military  containment  caused  a  woe- 
ful neglect  of  the  political  opportunities  presented  by  al- 
most every  part  of  a  rapidly  changing  world. 

E. 

The  steadily  mounting  cost  of  containment  and  its  fail- 
ure to  contain,  plus  the  unexpectedly  rapid  Soviet  acquisi- 
tion of  retaliatory  power,  led,  in  1953,  to  the  adoption  of 
a  new  set  of  self-deceiving  doctrines: 

Item:  "More  bang  for  a  buck,"  meaning  greater  reliance 
upon  the  relatively  cheap  instruments  of  mass  murder  and 
destruction,  instead  of  upon  the  more  expensive  conven- 
tional containing  forces. 

Item:  "Massive  retaliation  at  points  of  our  own  choos- 
ing," meaning  that,  instead  of  meeting  military  aggression 
at  the  point  where  it  might  be  committed,  the  United 
States    would    henceforth    retaliate    upon    the    presumed 
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sources  of  that  aggression.  (And  thereby  incur  counter- 
retaliation  upon  American  cities.) 

Item:  "Liberation,  not  containment,"  a  wholly  spurious 
slogan  designed  to  give  an  affirmative  face  to  a  nega- 
tive policy— a  dangerous  promise  without  substance. 
(Hungary) 

By  far  the  most  dangerous  was  the  doctrine  that  the 
Communist  dictatorships  were  not  strong  but  weak,  and 
that  they  were  bound  to  disintegrate  by  reason  of  their 
inner  weakness  and  iniquity. 

When  President  Eisenhower  himself  assumed  the  direc- 
tion of  American  foreign  policy,  in  the  spring  of  1959,  the 
United  States  was  no  nearer  to  the  estabHshment  of  peace 
than  it  had  been  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Second  World 
War.  In  1945  the  United  States  held  undisputed  para- 
mount power  and  an  impeccable  reputation  among  the 
world's  peoples.  In  1959  the  United  States  had  little  to 
show  for  its  costly  fourteen-year  eflFort  except  the  rehabili- 
tation of  Western  Europe— a  Western  Europe  restored  to 
economic  health  but  of  divided  counsel  and  increasing  un- 
willingness to  follow  American  leadership. 

Instead  of  being  the  world's  paramount  power,  the 
United  States  was  engaged  in  a  neck-and-neck  arms  race 
with  the  Soviet  Union,  with  the  enormous  power  potential 
of  China  looming  over  the  horizon.  Much  of  the  good  will 
of  the  world's  peoples  had  been  lost.  The  immobilism  of 
the  past  decade  had  clearly  demonstrated  its  failure. 

F. 

It  is  both  profitless  and  impossible  fairly  to  apportion 
the  blame  for  this  failure  among  Democrats  and  Republi- 
cans—much less  among  individuals. 

The  great  constructive  actions  of  the  early  postwar 
period  were  initiated  by  Democrats  but,  for  the  most  part, 
enjoyed  Republican  support.  The  Berlin  airlift,  the  inter- 
vention in  Greece,  the  NATO  alliance,  and  the  whole  con- 
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tainment  policy  were  the  product  of  joint  leadership.  Tru- 
man's bold  intervention  in  Korea,  though  later  sharply 
criticized  by  Republicans  ("Truman's  war"),  was  origi- 
nally undertaken  with  bipartisan  support. 

The  Eisenhower  administration,  in  spite  of  the  campaign 
oratory  of  1952,  took  over  the  basic  Tinman  foreign  pohcy 
along  with  the  basic  misconceptions  which  had  lain  at  its 
root.  It  negotiated  the  same  truce  in  Korea  which  it  had 
damned  Truman  for  attempting  to  negotiate,  adding  its 
own  contribution  to  the  Far  Eastern  imbroglio  by  "un- 
leashing" Chiang  Kai-shek,  permitting  if  not  encouraging 
him  to  fortify  the  offshore  islands  and  then  releashing  him 
at  the  cost  of  entanglement  in  a  mutual  defense  alliance. 
The  Eisenhower  administration  carried  forward  the  policy 
of  containment,  after  denouncing  it  in  favor  of  a  policy  of 
"liberation,"  by  erecting  the  SEATO  alliance  and  then  at- 
tempting to  link  it  through  Pakistan  with  the  ill-fated 
Baghdad  Pact,  in  turn  linked  to  NATO  through  Turkey's 
membership  in  both  alliances.  In  Europe  its  policy  was 
indistinguishable  from  that  of  its  predecessor. 


It  is  too  soon  to  determine  whether  President  Eisenhow- 
er's belated  assumption  of  responsibility  will  result  in  any 
substantial  change.  Following  up  the  initiative  taken  by 
Prime  Minister  Macmillan  early  in  1959,  the  President  has 
taken  the  first  and  extremely  important  step  toward  break- 
ing the  ten-year  deadlock  between  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.— at  least  to  the  extent  of  opening  the  door  to 
negotiations.  Given  the  shortness  of  time  left  to  his  ad- 
ministration, the  delays  imposed  by  President  de  Gaulle 
and  Chancellor  Adenauer,  and  the  fact  that  i960  was  a 
year  of  presidential  election,  it  seems  doubtful  whether 
more  than  a  beneficial  change  of  atmosphere  could  have 
been  accomplished. 

Moreover,  even  if  President  Eisenhower  had  attempted 

57 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

a  basic  policy  revision,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  could 
have  been  accomplished  by  an  administration  whose  think- 
ing was  so  strongly  influenced  by  the  Pentagon,  the  Treas- 
ury, and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

H. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  are  ready  for  a  new 
approach  to  foreign  policy.  This,  however,  will  not  happen 
if  the  Democratic  party  allows  itself  to  be  dominated  by 
those  who  appear  unable  to  detach  themselves  from  the 
past  or  to  realize  that  the  policies  which  they  initiated— 
whatever  their  merit  at  the  time— are  no  longer  relevant 
to  the  changed  and  rapidly  changing  state  of  world  affairs. 

It  is  with  these  considerations  in  mind  that  the  under- 
signed present  the  following  statement  of  principles,  aims, 
and  procedural  guide  Hnes. 

n      ULTIMATE    AND    IMMEDIATE    AIMS 

We  suggest  that  the  ultimate  aims  of  American  foreign 
policy  should  be: 

1.  The  achievement  of  universal  security  against  mili- 
tary aggression  through  universal  disarmament  under  ade- 
quately enforced  world  law. 

2.  The  achievement  of  universal  human  betterment 
through  world-wide  co-operation  in  economic  and  social 
development. 

We  suggest  that  the  immedioie  aims  of  American  foreign 
policy  should  be: 

1.  To  remove  by  give-and-take  negotiation,  with  due  re- 
gard to  the  vital  interests  of  the  United  States  and  its  allies, 
as  much  as  possible  of  the  tensions  which  now  exist  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  and  between 
the  United  States  and  the  People's  Republic  of  China. 

2.  To  maintain,  pending  the  achievement  of  universal 
disarmament,  a  military  posture  of  sufficient  strength  to 
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discourage  aggression  against  the  United  States  or  against 
allies  whom  the  United  States  is  committed  to  defend,  it 
being  understood  that  such  commitments  are  subject  to 
revision  as  hereinafter  set  forth. 

3.  To  build  and  maintain  for  the  United  States  and  na- 
tions willing  to  co-operate  with  it  a  position  of  eflFective 
competition  in  economic  development  with  the  Sino-Soviet 
bloc  until  such  time  as  universal  co-operation  can  be 
achieved. 


Ill       DISARMAMENT 

A.  Definition  of  Ultimate  Objective  and  Its  Implications 

In  September  1959  the  United  Kingdom  and  the  Soviet 
Union  each  laid  before  the  General  Assembly  of  the  United 
Nations  a  proposal  for  universal  national  disarmament.  Ap- 
proval in  principle  of  the  aim  of  total  universal  disarma- 
ment has  been  expressed  by  many  other  nations. 

Our  own  government  has  talked  about  various  facets  of 
disarmament  and  control  but  has  never  yet  fully  defined 
its  position  with  regard  to  total  universal  disarmament. 

We  think  that  the  American  people  as  well  as  all  the 
nations  and  peoples  of  the  world  are  entitled  to  know 
where  the  United  States  government  stands. 

While  we  do  not  believe  that  universal  disarmament 
alone  will  assure  world  peace,  we  are  convinced  that  there 
can  be  no  assurance  of  peace  without  it. 

We  believe  it  illusory  to  think  that  peace  can  be  assured 
by  a  mere  limitation  or  control  of  national  armaments.  So 
long  as  nations  subject  to  no  supranational  law  possess 
any  offensive  armaments  whatever,  we  believe  that  wars 
will  recur;  and  that,  once  war  breaks  out,  it  is  inevitable 
that  whatever  hmitations  or  controls  may  have  been  agreed 
upon  will  fall  by  the  wayside. 

We  recognize  that  total  universal  disarmament  cannot 
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be  achieved  overnight;  that  a  stepwise  procedure  is  nec- 
essary, with  each  step  carefully  controlled.  But  it  is  our 
conviction  that  such  a  stepwise  procedure  is  not  only  use- 
less but  dangerous,  unless  there  is  universal  agreement  that 
it  shall  lead  to  a  clearly  defined  goal  of  total  disarmament 
under  adequately  enforced  world  law. 

Past  attempts  at  "disarmament"  have,  in  our  judgment, 
failed  because  they  were  either  directed  merely  at  the  limi- 
tation of  national  armaments  (as  in  the  case  of  the  naval 
treaties  of  the  1920s),  or  else  because  (as  in  our  govern- 
ment's 1957  "package  plan")  proposals  have  been  put  for- 
ward as  "first  steps"  without  any  answer  to  the  question: 
"Steps  toward  what?" 

We  believe  that  the  United  States  should  unequivocally 
declare  that  its  goal  is  universal  national  disarmament 
down  to  the  level  of  lightly  armed  internal  police  forces; 
that  such  disarmament  must  be  enforced  under  world  law; 
and  that  the  enforcement  of  such  world  law  must  be  pro- 
vided for  by  universal  agreement  to  endow  a  supranational 
world  organization  with  the  exclusive  right  to  maintain 
and,  if  necessary,  to  use  armed  force  in  order  to  prevent 
violation. 

While  it  would  seem  natural  and  desirable  that  a  revised 
and  greatly  strengthened  United  Nations  Security  Council 
take  over  the  function  of  enforcement,  we  recognize  that 
it  may  be  difiicult  to  obtain  universal  consent  to  the  nec- 
essary Charter  amendments.  We  would  not,  therefore,  pre- 
clude the  creation  within  the  framework  of  the  United  Na- 
tions of  a  specially  designed  ad  hoc  organization  of  clearly 
defined  and  limited  power. 

The  United  States  will  not  be  in  a  position  to  inquire 
whether  the  Soviet  Union  and  other  nations  are  actually 
prepared  to  accept  the  full  implications  of  total  universal 
disarmament  until  the  United  States  itself  has  answered 
the  same  question  in  the  afiirmative. 

We  believe  that  this  question  should  promptly  be  laid 
by  the  Executive  before  the  Congress  and  the  people  of 
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the  United  States,  with  a  clear  statement  both  as  to  the 
necessity  of  universal  disarmament  and  as  to  its  impli- 
cations. 

Until  this  question  of  ultimate  goal  has  been  defined  and 
answered  by  the  nations  of  the  world,  "disarmament  talks" 
can  at  best  Serve  only  the  limited  purpose  of  relaxing  ex- 
treme tensions  and  gaining  time. 

"Universal"  Means  All  Nations 

We  call  attention  to  the  fact  that,  if  the  United  States 
declares  one  of  its  major  aims  to  be  the  achievement  of 
universal  disarmament  under  adequately  enforced  world 
law,  it  must  be  prepared  to  agree  that  every  nation  in  the 
world  must  be  a  party  to  the  agreement  and  participate 
in  the  creation  and  maintenance  of  the  enforcement 
agency.  This  requires  a  revision  of  United  States  policy 
with  respect  to  those  nations  which  are  not  now  members 
of  the  United  Nations— notably  the  People's  Republic  of 
China,  Outer  Mongolia,  and  the  presently  divided  nations 
of  Germany,  Korea,  and  Vietnam. 

B.  Intermediate  Steps 

If  the  three  nuclear  powers,  the  United  States,  the. 
United  Kingdom,  and  the  Soviet  Union  (with  the  probable 
addition  of  France),  can  agree  upon  the  ultimate  objec- 
tive of  total  universal  disarmament  in  full  recognition  of 
what  this  implies,  then  it  will  become  possible  to  examine 
whatever  immediate  steps  may  be  proposed  in  full  aware- 
ness of  the  end  toward  which  they  are  intended  to  lead. 

Thus,  an  agreement  by  the  nuclear  powers  to  ban  test 
explosions  and  to  refrain  from  supplying  nuclear  weapons 
or  information  concerning  their  manufacture  to  other  na- 
tions would  logically  be  accompanied  by  an  agreement  on 
the  part  of  all  the  non-nuclear  nations  not  to  attempt  to 
make  or  acquire  such  weapons. 
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Likewise,  since,  if  stepwise  disarmament  is  to  take  place, 
it  is  necessary  that  all  nations  disarm  "in  full  sight  of  each 
other,"  it  will  become  evident  that  whatever  inspection  and 
control  machinery  is  adopted  should  fit  into  the  ultimate 
plan  of  erecting  a  supranational  enforcement  agency.  The 
enforcement  agency  might,  in  fact,  be  empirically  devel- 
oped by  beginning  with  the  establishment  of  its  "presence" 
in  each  of  the  countries  party  to  the  first  steps  toward 
disarmament.  Thus  an  embryonic  enforcement  agency 
might  develop  the  techniques  of  inspection  and  reportage, 
even  before  it  had  been  endowed  with  full  enforcement 
powers. 

C.  The  Maintenance  of  Balance 

The  urgent  desire  to  prevent  a  nuclear  war  is  the  chief 
dynamic  of  the  trend  toward  disarmament.  Yet  the  present 
precarious  balance  of  power  rests  increasingly  upon  nuclear 
weapons.  The  United  States  and  its  allies  have  not  only 
placed  their  chief  reliance  upon  "massive  retaliation";  the 
United  States  has  also  equipped  its  inadequate  conven- 
tional forces  with  nuclear  weapons,  thus  rendering  itself 
incapable  of  fighting  a  non-nuclear  war.  The  latest  an- 
nouncements from  Moscow  indicate  that  the  Soviet  Union 
is  following  a  similar  course. 

If  the  proposed  reduction  of  Soviet  conventional  forces 
is  carried  out,  there  will  exist  something  like  a  rough  bal- 
ance as  between  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  Western  powers 
in  nuclear-armed  conventional  forces.  However,  unless 
China  undertakes  an  even  more  drastic  reduction  of  its 
conventional  forces,  the  abolition  of  nuclear  weapons 
would  leave  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc  in  possession  of  un- 
doubted military  supremacy. 

Any  stepwise  plan  for  universal  disarmament  must, 
therefore,  preserve  at  each  stage  a  rough  balance  between 
the  Communist  and  anti-Communist  orbits  in  three  major 
respects:  (i)  in  the  abolition  of  strategic  nuclear  weapons 
and  delivery  systems;  (2)  in  the  denuclearization  of  con- 
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ventional  forces  (i.e.,  in  the  abolition  of  tactical  nuclear 
weapons);  and  (3)  in  the  pari  passu  reduction  of  con- 
ventional land,  sea,  and  air  forces.  (Possibly  chemical-  and 
biological-warfare  capability  should  constitute  a  fourth 
category. ) 

The  admittedly  diflBcult  matter  of  achieving  and  preserv- 
ing a  global  Communist-anti-Communist  balance  of  capa- 
bility might,  as  a  practical  matter,  best  be  approached 
regionally.  Thus  a  beginning  might  be  made  in  arriving 
at  a  balanced  reduction  of  the  capabilities  of  the  NATO 
and  the  Warsaw  Pact  alliances  in  Europe.  (See  Part  IV, 
Section  B.)  Similarly  one  might  begin  in  the  Far  East  with 
an  attempt  to  achieve  and  preserve  a  balance  in  that  area 
between  the  Communist  and  anti-Communist  forces.  This 
would  involve  the  stepwise  demobilization  of  mainland 
China's,  North  Korea's,  and  North  Vietnam's  conventional 
forces  ofiFset  by  a  similar  reduction  of  the  indigenous  anti- 
Communist  conventional  forces  and  a  gradual  withdrawal 
of  United  States  nuclear-armed  sea  and  air  power.  (See 
Part  V,  Section  C.) 

The  point  to  be  made  here  is  that  a  balance  must  be 
maintained  during  the  entire  period  of  phased  disarma- 
ment; and  that  the  sooner  the  supranational  enforcement 
agency  exists  and  is  equipped  with  adequate  power  of  its 
own,  the  easier  this  problem  will  become. 

D.  Preparing  the  American  Economy  for  Disarmament 

In  addition  to  preserving  a  balance  of  military  power 
throughout  the  various  stages  leading  to  eventual  total  dis- 
armament, it  is,  in  our  judgment,  necessary  to  take  simulta- 
neous action  in  the  direction  of  preparing  the  United  States 
economy  for  conversion  to  production  for  peace.  Unless 
this  is  done,  disarmament  may  cause  serious  unemploy- 
ment and  a  major  economic  depression;  and,  unless  there 
is  openly  discussed  planning  for  peace,  the  fear  of  eco- 
nomic collapse  may  dilute  the  determination  of  the  Ameri- 
can people  to  achieve  disarmament. 
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Such  planning  must  be  undertaken  co-operatively  by 
government,  business,  and  labor.  It  must  take  into  con- 
sideration what  businesses  may  require  help  in  reconver- 
sion, what  labor  forces  will  have  to  be  retrained  and  per- 
haps relocated,  and  in  what  manner  the  great  productive 
capacity  of  the  United  States  may  be  geared  not  only  to 
the  needs  of  the  American  consumer  but  to  world  needs. 
Such  planning  must  also  take  into  consideration  a  revised 
fiscal  policy  which  will  provide  for  wise  public  expenditure 
deliberately  calculated  not  only  to  supply  long-neglected 
domestic  needs  but  also  to  stimulate  private  investment. 

It  must  be  recognized  that  disarmament  will  probably 
mean  not  the  end  of  the  cold  war  but  the  transference  of 
the  struggle  out  of  the  military  and  into  the  politico- 
economic  arena.  Soviet  Premier  Khrushchev,  in  fact,  said 
in  so  many  words:  "Let  us  both  throw  away  our  aims  and 
relieve  ourselves  of  the  burden  and  danger  of  the  arms 
race.  Then  we  shall  proceed  to  defeat  you  by  proving  to 
the  world  that  our  system  is  better  than  yours." 

To  meet  this  challenge  we  must  see  to  it  that  the  healthy 
growth  of  the  American  economy  is  stimulated  and  that  it 
not  be  interrupted  by  the  reduction  and  ultimate  elimina- 
tion of  military  expenditures.  (The  economics  of  disarma- 
ment will  be  more  fully  discussed  in  a  subsequent  working 
paper.) 

We  recommend  that  the  President,  proceeding  under 
the  authority  of  the  Employment  Act  of  1946,  immediately 
appoint  a  mixed  commission  to  begin  the  necessary  studies. 

IV    REDUCTION    OF    TENSIONS    BETWEEN    THE    UNITED 
STATES    AND    THE    U.S.S.R. 


It  is  claimed  by  some  that  disarmament  would,  in  and  of 
itself,  eliminate  the  explosive  tensions  which  have  brought 
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the  world  to  the  brink  of  disaster.  It  is  claimed  by  others 
that  there  can  be  no  disarmament  until  the  tensions  which 
have  caused  the  arms  race  have  been  relaxed. 

We  do  not  accept  either  view.  We  hold  that  it  is  not  a 
question  of  which  comes  first— disarmament  or  a  detente. 
We  believe  that  simultaneous  efforts  can  and  must  be  made 
in  both  directions. 

Parallel  to  the  educational  effort  necessary  to  bring 
about  universal  acceptance  of  disarmament,  we  hold  that 
it  is  essential  to  proceed  by  patient  give-and-take  negotia- 
tion to  settle  the  outstanding  differences  between  the  rival 
power  orbits.  There  is  no  other  way  to  break  out  of  the 
vicious  circle  of  mutual  distrust  and  fear. 

The  major  tensions  between  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
West  exist  in  Europe  and  the  Middle  East.  The  major  ten- 
sions between  the  rival  power  orbits  in  the  Far  East  exist 
between  the  United  States  and  the  People's  Republic  of 
China. 

B.  Europe 

The  key  to  East-West  tensions  in  Europe  is  Germany, 
focusing  at  the  moment  upon  the  status  of  Berlin. 

We  do  not  know  whether  an  honorable  and  just  com- 
promise of  this  question  is  possible.  We  do  know  that,  to 
date,  neither  side  has  sincerely  attempted  to  reach  a  com- 
promise. We  think  the  effort  should  be  made. 

We  need  not  concern  ourselves  here  with  the  events  that 
led  up  to  the  partition  of  Germany  in  1949. 

For  the  past  ten  years  the  Western  powers  have  de- 
manded at  conference  after  conference  and  in  note  after 
note  that  the  two  German  states  be  reunited  by  free  elec- 
tions and  that  a  thus  reunified  Germany  should  remain 
free  to  join  the  anti-Soviet  NATO  alliance.  Throughout  the 
same  ten  years  the  Russians  have  demanded  that  Germany 
be  reunified  on  a  trick-laden  basis  which  would  give  the 
East  German  Communist  apparatus  a  chance  to  gain  con- 
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trol  over  all  of  Germany.  Thus  each  side  has  demanded 
the  unconditional  surrender  of  the  other.  Each  side  pre- 
tended to  seek  the  reunification  of  Germany  on  its  own 
terms,  while  actually  caring  very  little  about  ending  the 
partition.  What  each  side  really  wanted  was  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  status  quo,  although  neither  was  wilhng  to  ad- 
mit it  for  fear  of  alienating  the  Germans.  The  Western 
powers  were  unwilling  to  relinquish  a  German  military 
participation  in  Western  defense.  The  Soviet  Union  was 
unwilling  to  give  up  one  of  its  satellites  for  fear  of  the 
eflFect  upon  the  others. 

The  exception,  from  the  Soviet  point  of  view,  was  the 
status  quo  as  to  West  Berlin.  Here  was  a  Western  enclave, 
situated  in  the  heart  of  the  East  German  satellite  republic 
—an  enclave  which  was  not  only  a  Western  outpost  and  a 
showcase  of  freedom  but  an  escape  hatch,  through  which 
the  most  useful  elements  in  the  East  German  population 
were  steadily  fleeing  into  West  Germany.  As  Nikita  Khru- 
shchev was  later  to  describe  it,  West  Berlin  was  a  "bone 
in  his  throat"— a  "cancer  which  must  be  eliminated." 

From  the  Western  point  of  view.  West  Berlin  is  of  no 
particular  value,  except  that  the  West  has  incurred  a  moral 
liability  to  protect  its  2,250,000  inhabitants  from  being 
overrun  by  communism.  Strategically,  the  Western  posi- 
tion is  untenable.  Economically,  it  is  unprofitable.  Legally, 
the  West  has  foolishly  neglected  to  obtain  an  ironclad 
agreement  as  to  its  right  of  access. 

In  November  1958  Premier  Khrushchev  cut  through  the 
ten-year  deadlock  with  a  meat  cleaver,  summarily  demand- 
ing that  the  Western  powers  get  out  of  Berlin  within  six 
months.  For  the  first  time,  the  Soviet  leader  frankly  stated 
that  no  one  really  wanted  to  reunify  Germany  except  per- 
haps the  Germans,  and  that,  if  the  Germans  wished  to 
achieve  reunification,  it  was  up  to  the  two  German  states 
to  work  out  the  problem. 

There  followed  then  the  exploratory  visit  to  Moscow  of 
Prime  Minister  Macmillan,  the  fruitless  meeting  of  the  for- 
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eign  ministers  at  Geneva,  and,  finally,  the  withdrawal  of 
the  ultimatum  by  Mr,  Khrushchev  during  his  visit  to 
Washington  and  President  Eisenhower's  consequent  ex- 
pression of  willingness  to  discuss  the  problem  of  Berlin. 

Both  sides  have  now  recognized  that  the  situation  in 
Berhn  is  "abnormal."  The  question  is:  "Can  its  abnormality 
be  corrected  without  correcting  the  abnormality  of  a  par- 
titioned Germany?" 

It  appears  to  us  that  the  Western  powers  must  finally 
face  a  choice  which  has  all  along  been  inescapable.  They 
must  decide  which  of  two  things  they  want  most— a  Ger- 
man military  contribution  to  NATO  or  the  reunification  of 
the  two  German  states.  They  cannot  have  both. 

Either  choice  implies  a  different  sort  of  solution  for  the 
problem  of  Berlin. 

If  the  Western  powers  decide  that  they  cannot  forego 
German  participation  in  Western  defense,  then  they  must 
accept  the  more  or  less  permanent  partition  of  Germany, 
which  implies  the  recognition  of  the  East  German  state 
and  acceptance  of  the  status  quo  in  Eastern  Europe.  In 
that  case  it  would  be  unrealistic  to  expect  West  Berlin  to 
remain  as  a  Western-controlled  island  of  freedom  in  the 
heart  of  the  East  German  state. 

The  most  that  could  in  these  circumstances  be  hoped 
for  would  be  the  reunification  of  Berhn  under  United  Na- 
tions authority,  with  the  United  Nations  possibly  exercising 
that  authority  through  a  re-established  Four-Power  Kom- 
mandatura.  Even  then,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  gradually 
increasing  economic  dependence  of  the  city  upon  the  sur- 
rounding Communist  territory  could  be  avoided. 

The  other  alternative  would  be  for  the  Western  powers 
to  decide  that  they  want  German  reunification  more  than 
they  want  a  German  military  contribution  to  NATO.  They 
would  then  put  forward  a  proposal  under  which  the  two 
German  states  would  be  enabled  to  find  their  way  toward 
reunification  without  outside  interference  of  any  sort.  Ob- 
viously this  would  requiie  the  withdrawal  of  Soviet  coer- 
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cive  power  from  East  Germany— an  end  which  could  not 
be  attained  without  a  countervaihng  withdrawal  of  Anglo- 
French-American  forces  perhaps  no  farther  than  to  the 
west  bank  of  the  Rhine. 

Were  a  German  settlement  to  be  sought  along  these 
lines,  the  answer  to  the  Berlin  problem  would  be  an  agree- 
ment to  preserve  the  status  quo  in  that  city,  perhaps  with 
some  modifications,  until  reunification  had  taken  place  and 
Berlin  could  once  more  become  the  capital  of  a  reunited 
Germany. 

These,  in  broad  terms,  seem  to  us  the  two  alternatives. 

The  first  would  undoubtedly  be  easier  to  negotiate  with 
the  Russians.  We  are  opposed  to  it  for  two  reasons: 

1.  Were  the  Western  powers  to  accept  Germany's  per- 
manent partition,  they  could  do  so  only  over  the  violent 
objection  of  the  West  German  government— an  objection 
which  would  probably  be  sustained  by  the  majority  of  the 
West  German  population.  In  that  event,  we  should  doubt 
the  value  of  West  Germany  as  an  ally.  In  other  words,  by 
choosing  this  alternative,  the  Western  powers  would,  in 
our  judgment,  destroy  the  value  of  the  very  thing  for  the 
sake  of  which  they  had  chosen  it;  namely,  the  retention  of 
an  effective  German  contribution  to  Western  defense. 

2.  A  rearmed  West  Germany  would  in  these  circum- 
stances not  only  be  an  unreliable  ally  but  a  serious  danger 
to  peace.  Western  acceptance  of  partition  would  almost 
certainly  reawaken  German  nationalism.  Reawakened  Ger- 
man nationalism,  resentful  against  both  West  and  East, 
could  lead  either  to  war  or— and  this  seems  far  more  likely 
—to  a  German-Soviet  deal  in  which  Germany  would  pur- 
chase its  reunification  and  perhaps  the  return  of  some  of 
its  Polish-held  eastern  territory  at  the  price  of  alliance  with 
the  Soviet  bloc.  Such  things  have  happened  before. 

The  Polish  Rapacki  Plan  appeals  to  us  as  a  point  of  de- 
parture in  shaping  a  Western  proposal  for  reunifying  Ger- 
many at  the  price  of  its  military  neutralization.  The  virtue 
of  this  Polish  proposal  is  that  it  provides  for  the  non- 
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discriminatory  military  neutralization  of  Germany,  since  it 
applies  not  only  to  the  two  German  states  but  to  Poland 
and  Czechoslovakia  as  well.  Austria  is  already  debarred 
from  mihtary  alliances  with  either  East  or  West.  Switzer- 
land and  Sweden  are  neutral  by  choice.  Hungary  and  Den- 
mark might  well  be  added  to  the  neutral  belt.  Thus  there 
would  be  no  question— as  there  was  in  the  Versailles  Treaty 
—of  imposing  demihtarization  or  neutralization  upon  a  sin- 
gle nation.  Indeed,  there  would  be  no  question  of  imposi- 
tion at  all.  The  Western  proposal,  as  we  envisage  it,  would 
be  shaped  with  the  full  consent  of  the  German  people. 

Debarment  from  mihtary  alliances  would  not  mean  that 
the  states  in  the  neutralized  area  would  be  deprived  of 
the  right  to  maintain  or  enter  into  whatever  non-military 
association  they  might  wish.  West  Germany's  exit  from 
NATO  would  not  mean  that  it  would  have  to  withdraw 
from  Euratom  or  the  Common  Market.  Nor  would  East 
Germany's,  Poland's,  and  Czechoslovakia's  exit  from  the 
Warsaw  Pact  involve  the  rupture  of  their  political  and  eco- 
nomic ties  to  the  Soviet  bloc.  On  the  contrary,  one  might 
hope  that  the  creation  of  a  militarily  neutralized  belt  would 
tend  to  increase  East- West  economic  co-operation  and  thus 
gradually  to  restore  the  European  trading  community. 

There  are  two  major  reasons  why  we  think  this  possi- 
bility should  be  explored. 

The  first  is  a  conviction  that  this  is  the  sort  of  proposal 
the  United  States  ought  to  make,  in  its  own  interest,  in 
Europe's  interest,  and  in  the  interest  of  peace. 

The  second  reason  is  a  belief  that  a  solution  of  this  sort 
is  in  Russia's  interest  no  less  than  in  the  interest  of  the 
West.  We  are  inclined  to  think  that  Mr.  Khrushchev  knows 
that  the  Soviet  Union's  coercive  position  in  Eastern  Europe 
is  in  the  long  run  untenable— that  it  will  ultimately  alienate 
peoples  who  might  otherwise,  of  their  own  free  will,  choose 
close  association  with  the  Soviet  Union.  We  are  convinced 
that  Mr.  Khrushchev  would  gladly  liquidate  that  coercive 
position  if,  as  a  quid  pro  quo,  he  could  obtain  the  with- 
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drawal  of  American  military  power  from  the  continent  and 
the  liquidation  of  American  bases  on  the  Soviet  periphery. 

Obviously  the  United  States  cannot,  in  the  present  cir- 
cumstances, withdraw  altogether  from  the  continent.  Nor 
can  it,  overnight,  liquidate  its  bases.  But  the  United  States 
could,  we  think,  recognize  that  this  is  what  it  eventually 
wants  to  do,  when  and  if  peace  in  Europe  and  elsewhere 
is  assured. 

The  United  States  could  offer  to  withdraw  behind  the 
Rhine,  if  Russia  were  to  withdraw  behind  the  Oder. 

The  United  States  could,  pending  the  forthcoming  ne- 
gotiations, refrain  from  building  new  bases  such  as  that 
which  it  is  now  constructing  in  Turkey. 

The  United  States  could,  pending  the  outcome  of  its  ef- 
forts to  halt  the  arms  race,  refrain  from  spreading  nuclear 
weapons  systems  around  the  world  and  discourage  its  own 
war  industries  from  rebuilding  West  Germany  into  an 
arsenal. 

Ten  years  ago  our  government  said  that  it  would  never 
acquiesce  in  German  rearmament.  In  1950  our  government 
demanded  German  troops  for  NATO  but  said  that  it  would 
never  allow  Germany  to  rebuild  its  own  war  industries.  In 
1959  our  government  has  agreed  to  give  Germany  every- 
thing except  nuclear  warheads  and  has  permitted  our  war 
industries  to  go  into  partnership  with  Krupp,  Kloeckner, 
Heinckel,  and  Messerschmidt  in  re-creating  German  capac- 
ity to  build  almost  every  kind  of  war  equipment. 

If  we  are  serious  and  sincere  in  wishing  to  halt  the  arms 
race  and  to  reach  a  European  settlement,  the  least  we 
can  do  is  to  call  a  halt  in  rearming  Germany  while  we 
negotiate. 

Unfortunately  it  is  true  that  the  approach  we  advocate 
would  run  counter  to  the  wishes  of  West  German  Chan- 
cellor Adenauer,  whose  belief  in  the  intransigent  policy  of 
refusing  to  negotiate  except  from  a  "situation  of  strength" 
remains  as  unshaken  as  that  of  its  author,  former  Secretary 
of  State  Acheson. 
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Even  more  unfortunately.  Chancellor  Adenauer's  intran- 
sigence is  supported,  for  reasons  not  entirely  clear,  by 
President  de  Gaulle  of  France,  who  has  no  interest  what- 
ever in  the  reunification  of  Germany. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  believe  that  the  United  Kingdom 
and  Canada  would  support  an  initiative  such  as  we  have 
suggested. 

Great  as  is  America's  interest  in  the  security  of  Western 
Europe,  we  believe  that  the  time  has  come  when  Germany 
and  France  must  either  assume  the  major  responsibility 
for  the  future  of  Europe  or  else  adopt  a  less  arbitrary  and 
more  constructive  attitude  toward  the  non-European 
powers  who  are  at  present  bearing  the  major  burden  of 
Western  Europe's  defense. 

Finally,  we  wish  to  take  note  of  two  objections  to  the 
creation  of  a  neutralized  belt  in  Central  Europe  which 
have  been  raised  in  this  country. 

It  is  contended  by  some  that  a  withdrawal  of  Anglo- 
French-American  forces  to  the  west  bank  of  the  Rhine 
would  fatally  weaken  the  NATO  defense.  To  this  we  reply 
that  no  less  an  authority  than  the  former  conMnander  in 
chief  of  the  United  States  Army  in  Europe,  General  Clyde 
D.  Eddelman,  has  denied  that  such  would  be  the  case.  His 
view  is  shared  by  the  distinguished  Marshal  of  the  Royal 
Air  Force,  Sir  John  Slessor. 

The  point  is  raised  by  former  Secretary  of  State  Acheson 
and  others  that  a  westward  removal  of  the  American  in- 
stallations would  be  extremely  costly.  This  is  no  doubt  true, 
but  even  if  the  cost  ran  to  several  hundred  million  dollars 
it  would  be  relatively  insignificant  as  the  price  for  sub- 
stantial progress  toward  a  European  peace  settlement.  (In 
this  connection  we  raise  the  question  whether  it  is  neces- 
sary or,  for  that  matter,  suitable  that  a  ready  combat  force 
should  be  accompanied  by  dependents,  and  whether  the 
efficiency  of  the  American  force  in  Germany  would  not 
actually  be  greater  if  troops  without  dependents  were  ro- 
tated to  that  theater.) 
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C.  The  Middle  East 

For  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  the  loosely  defined 
term.  Middle  East,  will  be  taken  to  include  the  following 
areas: 

1.  The  Maghreb  (Morocco,  Algeria,  Tunis,  and  Libya) 

2.  The  Arab  states  and  Israel 

3.  The  non-Arab  flank  states  (Turkey  and  Iran) 

The  Maghreb 

It  is  our  view  that  the  interests  of  peace  would  best  be 
served  if  Morocco,  Algeria,  and  Tunis  (with  perhaps 
Libya)  were  to  unite  in  a  Maghreb  Federation,  either 
wholly  independent  or  linked  to  France  in  the  French 
community. 

Such  a  federation  cannot  come  about  until  the  status  of 
Algeria  is  determined— a  matter  which  now  seems  slowly 
to  be  progressing  toward  a  solution. 

The  United  States  cannot  back  Algerian  independence 
without  alienating  France.  It  cannot  support  France  in 
denying  Algerian  independence  without  alienating  most 
of  the  Afro-Asian  nations.  Moreover,  it  is  not  clear  to  us  at 
this  moment  whether  the  majority  of  the  Muslim  popula- 
tion of  Algeria  wants  complete  independence,  a  dominion 
status  within  the  French  community,  or  perhaps  only  local 
autonomy. 

The  United  States  has  a  definite  interest  in  the  early 
achievement  of  an  Algerian  settlement  and  in  the  return 
of  the  French  army  from  North  Africa  to  Europe.  So  long 
as  "pacification"  continues,  France  will  remain  an  almost 
worthless  member  of  NATO.  And,  so  long  as  the  revolt 
continues,  the  unsolved  Algerian  problem  will  adversely 
affect  the  future  orientation  of  most  of  the  African  peoples 
now  emerging  into  independence. 

It  appears  to  us  that  the  most  promising  course  for  the 
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United  States  to  pursue  is  that  of  encouraging  both  sides 
to  negotiate  and  of  keeping  in  close  touch  and  quietly  co- 
operating with  Tunisia  and  Morocco,  whose  governments 
seem  best  suited  to  act  as  intermediaries. 


The  Arab  States  and  Israel 

The  proven  ineffectiveness  of  the  "Eisenhower  Doctrine," 
the  collapse  of  the  ill-fated  Baghdad  Pact,  the  existing 
hostility  between  the  United  Arab  Republic  and  Iraq,  the 
unremitting  tensions  between  Israel  and  its  Arab  neighbors, 
and  the  precarious  state  of  King  Hussein's  regime  in  Jordan 
all  clearly  indicate  that  the  United  States  should  for  the 
time  being  pursue  a  quiet  policy  of  "watchful  waiting." 

There  are  at  least  three  lessons  to  be  learned  from  our 
past  mistakes  in  this  area: 

1.  That  the  whole  area  is  in  a  state  of  revolutionary 
change  and  that  any  attempt  to  arrest  that  change  in  de- 
fense of  the  status  quo  is  self-defeating. 

2.  That  arming  the  Arab  states  results  only  in  arming 
them  against  each  other  or  against  Israel. 

3.  That  alliances  with  anti-democratic  feudal  regimes 
result  in  alienating  the  people  living  under  those  regimes 
and  tend  to  strengthen  the  appeal  of  communism  as  an 
apparent  ally  of  social  revolution. 

We  suggest  that  the  aims  of  United  States  policy  in  this 
area  should  be: 

1.  To  reach  an  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  and  all 
other  industrialized  nations  not  to  ship  arms  into  the  area. 

2.  To  reach  a  similar  multilateral  agreement  under 
which  all  governmental  economic  aid  to  the  area  would  be 
channeled  through  a  Regional  Development  Authority  to 
be  established  under  United  Nations  auspices.  (See,  in  this 
connection,  the  proposal  for  a  United  Nations  Develop- 
ment Authority  in  Section  D,  of  Part  VI.) 

3.  To  obtain  an  agreement  between  the  oil-producing 
states  and  the  oil  companies  operating  in  the  area  whereby 
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both  would  agree  that  a  tax  be  levied  upon  their  profits 
by  the  Regional  Development  Authority,  so  that  all  the 
states  in  the  area  would  benefit  from  the  area's  resources 
and  have  a  vested  interest  in  their  continuous  development 
and  exploitation. 

4.  To  obtain  the  co-operation  of  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
of  all  the  other  nations  which  voted  in  the  United  Nations 
for  the  partition  of  Palestine,  in  bringing  about  peace  be- 
tween the  Arab  states  and  Israel.  This  would  involve  Arab 
acceptance  of  Israel's  existence,  the  permanent  fixing  of 
Israel's  frontiers,  and  a  fair  settlement  of  the  problem 
posed  by  the  Arab  refugees  from  Palestine. 

We  fully  recognize  that  these  four  aims  will  not  be  easy 
to  achieve  and  that,  in  large  measure,  their  achievement 
will  depend  upon  a  successful  effort  to  relax  East-West 
tensions  in  Europe.  We  believe,  however,  that  the  open 
avowal  of  these  aims  by  the  government  of  the  United 
States  would  in  itself  have  a  salutary  effect  both  upon  the 
peoples  of  the  area  and  upon  the  relations  between  the 
West  and  the  Soviet  Union.  Such  a  declaration  of  aims 
would,  in  our  opinion,  not  be  inconsistent  with  a  policy  of 
watchful  waiting. 

The  Flank  Countries 

Turkey:  It  is  our  view  that  Turkey  should  be  considered 
more  as  a  member  of  NATO  than  as  a  member  of  the 
Middle  East  area,  and  that  future  American  policy  with 
respect  to  this  country  should  be  governed  chiefly  by  the 
success  or  failure  of  the  effort  to  achieve  a  detente  in  Eu- 
rope. Specifically,  Turkey  should  be  excluded  from  the 
arms  embargo  suggested  in  the  preceding  section,  the 
question  of  Turkey's  military  position  being  governed  by 
NATO  considerations. 

Iran  and  Pakistan:  We  question  whether  these  two 
countries  are  of  any  great  value  as  military  allies.  We  are 
inclined  to  think  that  they  would  benefit  more  and  be  of 
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more  value  to  the  anti-Communist  coalition  if  militaiy  aid 
were  converted  into  economic  assistance. 


D.  Cultural  and  Scientific  Relations  with  the  U.S.S.R. 

We  regard  as  highly  promising  the  advance  recorded  in 
recent  years  in  the  development  of  cultural  and  scientific 
relations  between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

We  believe  that  the  interchange  of  persons  and  the  shar- 
ing of  scientific  knowledge,  as  well  as  all  forms  of  cultural 
and  educational  exchanges,  constitute  one  of  the  strongest 
antidotes  to  mutual  distrust  and  hostihty. 

E.  Trade  Relations 

We  believe  that  the  time  has  come  when  the  United 
States  should  liberalize  its  restrictive  trade  policy  vis-a-vis 
the  Soviet  Union.  We  question  whether  this  pohcy  has 
measurably  retarded  the  growth  of  the  Soviet  war  poten- 
tial. We  are  inclined  to  think  that  this  policy  has  actually 
imposed  a  greater  burden  upon  the  United  States  and  its 
allies  than  upon  the  nations  against  which  it  has  been 
directed. 

We  recommend  that  a  careful  study  be  made  of  the 
possible  reciprocal  concessions  through  which  a  mutually 
acceptable  pattern  of  trade  relationships  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  might  be  developed. 

V    REDUCTION    OF    TENSIONS    BETWEEN    THE    UNITED    STATES 
AND    THE    people's    REPUBLIC    OF    CHINA 

A.  Establishing  Channels  of  Communication 

Whereas  the  channels  of  communication  and  negotiation 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  are  open, 
there  has  been  and  is  no  direct  contact  with  the  People's 
Republic  of  China. 
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We  cannot  see  how  our  government  can  hope  to  ease 
tensions,  to  arrive  at  fair  settlements  of  disputes,  or,  above 
all,  to  achieve  disarmament  without  establishing  direct 
channels  of  communication  with  Peking. 

We  hold  the  view  that  our  policy  with  respect  to  recog- 
nition should  be  realistic,  as  defined  by  the  late  John  Foster 
Dulles  in  his  book  (War  and  Peace)  written  before  he 
became  Secretary  of  State  and  adjusted  his  ideas  concern- 
ing China  to  the  exigencies  of  domestic  politics.  We  be- 
lieve that  it  should  be  made  clear  to  the  American  people 
that  recognition  of  the  Peking  regime  would  not  denote  or 
imply  approval,  any  more  than  our  recognition  of  the  So- 
viet regime  implies  anything  more  than  the  belief  that  the 
establishment  of  diplomatic  relations  serves  the  interests  of 
the  United  States  and  the  interests  of  peace. 

Even  if  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  Peking  regime 
would  welcome  the  establishment  of  diplomatic  relations 
with  the  United  States,  this  should  not  stand  in  the  way  of 
our  making  the  attempt  to  open  the  channels  of  negotia- 
tion. If  the  channels  are  to  remain  closed,  it  should  not  be 
through  the  fault  of  the  United  States. 

Similarly  it  seems  to  us  utterly  absurd  for  our  govern- 
ment to  restrict  travel  to  China  on  the  part  of  American 
citizens.  Surely  it  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United 
States  that  its  government  and  its  citizens  should  be  kept 
in  ignorance  concerning  the  rapidly  changing  conditions 
within  a  nation  whose  population  comprises  one  quarter  of 
the  earth's  inhabitants. 

B.  Admission  to  the  United  Nations 

With  respect  to  admitting  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  to  the  United  Nations,  we  again  quote  the  late  John 
Foster  Dulles.  A  year  after  the  Chinese  Communists  had 
gained  control  of  the  Chinese  mainland,  Mr.  Dulles  wrote: 

"If  the  government  of  China  in  fact  proves  its  abil- 
ity to  govern  China  without  serious  domestic  resist- 
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ance,  then  it  too  should  be  admitted  to  the  United 
Nations."  (The  Peking  regime  has  governed  China 
without  serious  domestic  resistance  for  the  past  ten 
years. ) 

"Some  of  the  present  member  nations  and  others 
that  might  become  members,"  Mr.  Dulles  continued, 
"have  governments  that  are  not  representative  of  the 
people.  But  if  in  fact  they  are  'governments'— that  is, 
if  they  'govern'— then  they  have  a  power  which  should 
be  represented  in  any  organization  which  purports  to 
mirror  reality.  ...  All  nations  should  be  members 
without  attempting  to  appraise  those  which  are  'good' 
and  those  which  are  'bad.'  Already  that  distinction  is 
obliterated  by  the  present  membership  of  the  United 
Nations," 

The  fact  that  Mr.  Dulles  did  not  follow  his  own  precepts 
when  he  became  Secretary  of  State  does  not,  in  our  judg- 
ment, detract  from  their  wisdom. 

Furthermore,  the  now  widely  recognized  need  for  uni- 
versal disarmament  makes  it  mandatory  for  China  to  be 
drawn  into  a  universal  world  organization. 

Accordingly  it  is  our  view  that  the  United  States  should 
offer  to  withdraw  its  opposition  to  China's  admission  to  the 
United  Nations,  provided  that  the  Peking  regime  will  re- 
affirm the  renunciation  of  force  which  it  signed  at  the  Ban- 
dung conference  of  1955  and  which  it  has  since  repudiated 
by  its  action  with  respect  to  the  Indian-Chinese  border; 
and  provided  further  that  the  Peking  regime  vdll  under- 
take the  obligations  imposed  by  the  Charter  of  the  United 
Nations  and  agree  to  co-operate  in  working  toward  univer- 
sal total  disarmament  adequately  enforced  under  world 
law.  (Note:  The  Peking  regime  may  likewise  be  considered 
to  have  violated  its  renunciation  of  force  in  Tibet  and  with 
respect  to  the  offshore  islands,  but  Peking  claims  that  both 
Tibet  and  the  Taiwan  Strait  are  internal  Chinese  affairs. 
The  dispute  with  India,  however,  is  clearly  international.) 
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C.  The  Taiwan  Strait 

Having  opened  the  channels  of  negotiation,  it  is  our  view 
that  the  United  States  should  tackle  directly  with  Peking 
the  disputes  over  Taiwan  (and  the  Pescadores)  and  over 
the  Chinese  offshore  islands.  These  matters  wOl  probably 
have  to  be  settled  before  Peking  will  accept  membership 
in  the  United  Nations  on  the  conditions  proposed. 

We  would  suggest  that  the  United  States  begin  by  rec- 
ognizing Peking's  unquestionably  valid  claim  to  the  ofiF- 
shore  islands  (perhaps  subject  to  final  determination  by 
the  International  Court  of  Justice)  in  exchange  for  Peking's 
agreement  to  permit  the  unmolested  evacuation  of  the 
Chinese  Nationalist  garrisons  and  of  such  of  the  local  pop- 
ulation as  might  wish  to  be  evacuated. 

Next  we  would  recommend  that  the  United  States  pro- 
pose that  Taiwan  and  the  Pescadores  be  placed  for  at  least 
five  years  under  United  Nations  administration,  (the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  having  previously  become  a  mem- 
ber nation);  that,  during  these  five  years,  the  islands  be 
neutralized  and  demiUtarized,  except  for  such  military, 
naval,  and  air  forces  as  might  be  furnished  for  their  pro- 
tection by  or  at  the  request  of  the  United  Nations;  and 
that,  at  the  end  of  the  five-year  trusteeship,  the  native 
population  of  Taiwan  and  the  Pescadores  be  permitted  to 
decide  by  plebiscite  whether  they  wish  to  become  part  of 
mainland  China  or  to  remain  an  independent  state. 

This  solution  will  at  first  appeal  neither  to  Peking  nor 
to  the  Nationalist  regime  on  Taiwan.  Nevertheless,  it  seems 
to  us  the  only  solution  fair  to  all  concerned.  We  are  con- 
vinced that,  if  the  United  States  were  to  make  such  a  pro- 
posal, it  would  have  the  overwhelming  support  of  world 
opinion,  especially  if  the  proposal  were  backed  by  a  dec- 
laration of  American  willingness  to  withdraw  all  military 
forces  from  Japan  and  Okinawa  at  the  appropriate  phase 
of  universal  disarmament. 
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Korea  and  Vietnam 

In  our  opinion  the  United  States  should  seek  an  arrange- 
ment with  Peking  and  Moscow  under  which  all  three 
powers  would  agree  to  withdraw  completely  from  these 
unhappily  partitioned  countries,  leaving  the  peoples  con- 
cerned to  decide  whether  or  not  to  seek  reunification.  A 
United  Nations  or  other  neutral  peace  force  should  be  em- 
powered to  occupy  a  neutralized  belt  between  North  and 
South  Korea  and  another  between  North  and  South  Viet- 
nam for  so  long  as  partition  continues.  Eventually  the 
peace  forces  might  be  empowered  to  supervise  all-Korean 
and  all-Vietnamese  elections. 


Cultural  and  Trade  Relations 

Our  observations  concerning  cultural,  scientific,  and 
trade  relations  between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union,  as  stated  in  the  preceding  chapter,  likewise  apply 
to  the  relations  between  the  United  States  and  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China. 

United  States  Relations  with  the  Nationalists 

In  our  opinion  the  United  States  has  more  than  fulfilled 
its  obligations  to  the  Nationalist  regime  as  a  wartime  ally. 
We  can  see  no  reason  why  the  Generalissimo  should  be 
permitted  to  keep  the  United  States  entangled  in  his  forlorn 
hopes  of  reconquering  the  mainland  and  thus  to  keep  the 
United  States  continuously  at  the  brink  of  war  with  the 
most  powerful  nation  in  Asia.  The  United  States  could  and, 
in  our  judgment,  should  either  demand  a  political  amnesty 
for  those  of  the  Nationalist  leaders  who  may  not  wish  to 
make  their  peace  with  history,  or  else  oflFer  them  asylum. 
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Conclusion 

United  States  policy  with  respect  to  China  has  remained 
static  for  ten  years.  In  1949,  China  was  a  weak  and  dis- 
organized nation  torn  by  civil  conflict.  During  the  past  dec- 
ade China  has  emerged  into  the  most  powerful  and  highly 
organized  nation  in  Asia.  Whatever  the  merit  of  United 
States  policy  when  it  was  initiated,  it  is  now  clearly  out- 
dated. This  obsolete  and  inflexible  policy  divides  the  anti- 
Communist  coalition  at  its  European  core,  alienates  the 
crucially  important  uncommitted  peoples  of  Asia,  cements 
the  Sino-Soviet  alliance,  and  stands  as  a  road  block  to  any 
relaxation  of  tensions  in  the  Far  East. 

In  our  opinion  the  interests  of  the  United  States  and  of 
world  peace  demand  a  drastic  revision  along  the  lines  here 
indicated,  irrespective  of  whatever  response  such  a  revi- 
sion might  evoke  on  the  part  of  Peking. 


VI   BUILDING    TOWARD    PEACE 

A. 

The  following  broad  principles  should,  in  our  judgment, 
govern  United  States  policy  both  toward  friendly  nations 
and  those  which  are  uncommitted  to  either  side  in  the  cold 
war: 

1.  The  industrialization  of  presently  less  developed 
countries  is  in  the  interest  of  the  United  States.  (Canada, 
with  its  seventeen  million  inhabitants,  buys  more  from  the 
United  States  than  all  of  Latin  America  with  a  combined 
population  ten  times  greater.) 

2.  The  industrialization  of  the  less  developed  countries 
must  go  hand  in  hand  with  improved  utilization  of  land 
and  water  resources  so  as  to  create  an  agricultural  base 
sufficient  to  supply  the  nation's  food  requirements  while  at 
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the  same  time  freeing  a  labor  force  for  basic  industrial 
development. 

3.  In  many  of  these  countries  the  creation  of  a  strong 
agricultural  base  is  impeded  by  feudal  or  semi-feudal  land 
tenure,  resulting  in  peasant  serfdom,  poor  cultivation,  and 
often  in  a  concentration  upon  cash  crops  rather  than  upon 
the  creation  of  an  adequate  food  supply.  In  such  countries 
land  reform  must  precede  industrialization.  It  is  to  the  in- 
terest of  the  United  States  to  help  governments  to  avoid 
confiscatory  practices  with  their  disruptive  political  con- 
sequences by  providing  assistance  to  land  reform  through 
orderly  purchase  and  redistribution. 

4.  It  is  extremely  dangerous  to  help  an  emerging  nation 
to  prolong  the  Hfe  span  of  its  population  by  the  introduc- 
tion of  sanitation,  measures  of  disease  control  and  infant 
care  without  simultaneously  raising  the  level  of  agricultural 
production.  Unless  this  is  done,  reducing  the  death  rate 
will  lead  to  catastrophe  unless  health  measures  are  accom- 
panied by  effective  education  for  birth  control. 

5.  It  is  to  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to  help  the 
less  developed  countries  train  technical  and  administrative 
personnel  in  conjunction  with  any  effort  to  promote  eco- 
nomic development. 

6.  Economic  assistance  should  always  be  planned  and 
financial  appropriations  for  it  should  be  made  on  a  long- 
range  basis. 

7.  Economic  and  technical  assistance  should,  wherever 
possible,  be  channeled  through  multinational  or  interna- 
tional organizations. 

8.  Economic  assistance  should  be  divorced  from  mili- 
tary assistance.  So-called  defense-support  economic  aid  to 
allies  should  be  handled  by  the  Defense  Department  and 
appropriations  for  such  aid  should  come  under  the  military 
budget. 

9.  Military  and  defense-support  aid  should  never  be  per- 
mitted to  distort  the  economy  of  an  allied  nation  by  causing 

81 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

it  to  undertake  military  commitments  for  which  an  agri- 
cultural and  industrial  base  is  lacking. 

10.  Military  aid  should  not  be  given  to  any  country 
whose  rearmament  evokes  countervailing  rearmament  by 
another.  (E.g.,  Pakistan  and  India,  or  Israel  and  the  Arab 
states.) 

11.  It  is  to  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to  promote 
triangular  trade  among  nations  and  to  eliminate  wherever 
possible  artificial  barriers  to  the  free  exchange  of  goods  and 
services.  In  this  connection: 

(a)  It  is  necessary  to  apply  a  somewhat  difiFerent 
standard  to  the  industrialized  nations  on  the  one  hand 
and  to  the  less  developed  nations  on  the  other;  many 
of  the  latter  temporarily  need  certain  restrictive  devices 
to  protect  their  economic  development  and  to  avoid  in- 
flation. 

(b)  It  is  not  to  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to  tie 
foreign  loans  or  any  kind  of  economic  assistance  to  "Buy 
American"  restrictions;  to  do  so  dilutes  the  aid  given, 
provokes  similar  restrictions  by  other  industrialized  na- 
tions, and  runs  counter  to  the  American  interest  in  pro- 
moting world  trade. 

12.  It  is  not  to  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to  dis- 
criminate in  giving  economic  assistance  in  favor  of  "capi- 
talist" and  against  "socialist"  nations.  It  is  not  reasonable 
to  expect  a  nation  in  which  there  is  little  or  no  accumula- 
tion of  private  capital  to  adopt  "free-enterprise  capitalism." 

13.  While  it  is  to  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to 
encourage  the  growth  of  a  middle  class  and  the  accumula- 
tion of  private  capital,  it  is  not  true  that  individual  freedom 
can  be  provided  only  where  these  exist. 

14.  In  many  of  the  emerging  nations  it  is  not  reasonable 
to  expect  the  immediate  development  of  Western-style  de- 
mocracy. India,  for  example,  while  in  some  respects  quite 
dissimilar  to  a  Western-style  democracy,  provides  a  high 
degree  of  respect  and  protection  for  the  rights  of  the  in- 
dividual. It  is  inevitable  that  in  most  of  the  emerging  na- 
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tions  there  will  for  a  time  be  a  high  degree  of  concentration 
of  political  and  economic  power  in  the  hands  of  an  elite. 
The  question  is :  "What  sort  of  an  elite?"  The  case  of  Pakis- 
tan illustrates  how  rearming  and  militarizing  a  newly  inde- 
pendent country  tends  to  create  a  military  rather  than  a 
civilian  oligarchy. 


B.  The  Most  Critical  Areas 

We  shall  not  attempt  to  set  forth  a  specific  application 
of  these  principles  to  each  individual  nation.  We  shall, 
however,  emphasize  that,  in  our  judgment,  not  nearly 
enough  has  been  done  to  assist  the  development  of  India, 
Latin  America,  and  the  emerging  nations  of  sub-Saharan 
Africa.  These  seem  to  us  the  ciiicially  important  areas  in 
the  immediate  future.  To  say  this  does  not  imply  satisfac- 
tion with  what  has  so  far  been  accomplished  in  other  vi- 
tally important  areas  such  as  the  Middle  East. 

C  Stabilization  of  Raw  Material  Prices 

Much  of  the  economic  assistance  which  has  been  given 
to  the  underdeveloped  areas  has  been  offset  by  the  failure 
of  the  industrialized  nations  to  stabilize  the  world  prices  of 
primary  raw  materials.  This  is  of  particular  importance  to 
Latin  America,  Africa,  and  Southeast  Asia,  where  most  of 
the  countries  depend  for  their  economic  life  upon  the  ex- 
port of  a  few  commodities,  sometimes  upon  the  export  of 
a  single  raw  material  or  foodstuflF.  The  violent  fluctuations 
in  the  price  of  these  relatively  few  commodities  cause  alter- 
nate booms  and  depressions  in  the  raw  material-producing 
countries  which  they  are  powerless  to  prevent. 

We  recommend  that  the  United  States  take  the  lead  in 
studying  this  question  and  in  eventually  calling  an  inter- 
national conference  to  consider  what  might  be  done  to 
stabilize  the  market  for  the  most  important  raw  materials, 
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or  at  least  to  cushion  the  extreme  price  fluctuations  to 
which  they  are  now  subject. 

D.  A  UN  Development  Authority 

With  reference  to  paragraphs  6  and  7  among  the  prin- 
ciples set  forth  in  the  first  section  of  this  chapter,  we  wish 
to  put  forward  a  specific  suggestion. 

The  problem  of  aiding  the  underdeveloped  countries  is 
not  solely  one  of  providing  technical  advice  and  capital 
assistance.  What  is  needed,  first  of  all,  is  a  true,  empathetic 
understanding  on  the  part  of  those  who  wish  to  assist 
these  peoples  to  catch  up  to  the  mid-twentieth  century. 

Empathy  is  not  the  same  as  sympathy.  Sympathy  means 
sharing  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  agreeing  with  the  feelings 
of  others.  Empathy  means  entering  into  another's  state  of 
mind  and  feeling,  without  necessarily  agreeing  with  it. 
Sympathy  requires  merely  an  emotional  identification, 
often  based  upon  subjective  factors  rather  than  upon  true 
understanding.  Empathy  requires  a  depth  of  understand- 
ing attainable  only  through  the  ability  to  project  oneself 
fully  into  the  position  of  another  human  being. 

We,  the  American  people,  are  long  on  sympathy,  but 
we  are  woefully  short  of  the  ability  to  project  ourselves 
into  the  mental  and  emotional  state  of  peoples  living  in 
distant  lands  and  in  circumstances  radically  different  from 
those  to  which  we  are  accustomed.  Most  of  us  are  regret- 
tably ignorant  of  languages,  cultures,  rehgions,  and  his- 
torical backgrounds  other  than  our  own.  Thus,  with  all 
our  sympathy,  our  good  intentions,  and  our  abundant  re- 
sources, we  are  ill  equipped  to  render  the  help  we  desire 
to  extend. 

Our  shortcoming  in  this  respect  is  by  no  means  unique. 
Nations  with  far  more  extensive  experience  than  ours  in 
dealing  with  other  peoples,  such  as,  for  example,  the  Eu- 
ropean colonial  powers,' have  often  shown  themselves  curi- 
ously obtuse  in  understanding  the  psychology  of  those 
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whom  they  call  "the  natives."  What  is  more,  they  have 
frequently  abused  what  understanding  they  possessed  in 
order  to  exploit  and  oppress,  rather  than  to  assist  and 
liberate. 

True  understanding  of  one  people  by  another  exists, 
broadly  speaking,  only  within  certain  cultural  families.  The 
West  Europeans,  for  example,  thoroughly  understand  even 
when  they  do  not  like  each  other.  The  Indians  understand 
the  Burmese.  The  Arabs,  disunited  and  torn  though  they 
are  by  dissension,  understand  each  other.  But  it  is  scarcely 
necessary  to  point  out  how  little  understanding  exists  be- 
tween the  Arabs  and  the  peoples  of  the  West,  or  between 
Europe  and  Asia,  or  between  us  and  the  Spanish-speaking 
people  of  Latin  America. 

The  point  of  these  observations  is  that  the  empathetic 
understanding  essential  to  helpful  co-operation  exists  only 
collectively.  No  one  nation— certainly  not  the  United  States 
—knows  enough  about  all  the  peoples  of  the  underdevel- 
oped areas  to  render  them  effective  assistance,  because 
assistance,  to  be  eflFective,  must  be  rendered  in  terms  of 
helping  the  recipients  to  realize  their  own  aims  in  their  own 
way,  irrespective  of  whether  those  aims  or  means  coin- 
cide or  correspond  with  the  ideas  of  those  who  render  the 
assistance. 

To  say  this  is  not  to  say  that  the  countries  in  need  of 
aid  should  be  given  whatever  they  ask  or  desire.  Obvi- 
ously sound  judgment  must  be  applied  to  conserve  the 
available  resources.  The  point  is  that  only  a  collective  judg- 
ment can  in  most  cases  be  expected  to  produce  construc- 
tive results. 

Where  can  a  collective  judgment  be  formed? 

The  answer  should,  of  course,  be:  in  the  United  Nations. 
But  here  we  encounter  a  serious  obstacle. 

The  history  of  the  development  of  the  United  Nations 
during  the  first  fourteen  years  of  its  existence  is  marked 
by  the  unanticipated  weakness  of  its  quasi-executive  or- 
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gans  and  the  consequent  strengthening  of  the  General 
Assembly. 

The  Security  Council  has  been  paralyzed  not  only  by 
abuse  of  the  veto  but  also  through  having  become  a  forum 
for  cold-war  polemics.  The  Economic  and  Social  Council 
has  become  impotent,  chiefly  because  its  deliberations  and 
debates,  conducted  by  relatively  low-level  representatives, 
are  repeated  by  higher-level  representatives  in  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly. 

At  the  same  time,  the  nature  of  the  Assembly  has  been 
considerably  altered  by  the  admission  of  new  members. 

Broadly  speaking,  the  balance  of  power  in  the  original 
Assembly  lay  in  the  hands  of  the  relatively  more  developed 
and  wealthier  countries  of  the  North  Atlantic  community. 
It  has  now  shifted  toward  the  relatively  underdeveloped 
and  poorer  nations  of  Asia,  Africa,  and  the  Middle  East 
with  whom  some  of  the  Latin  American  republics  have 
tended  more  and  more  to  ally  themselves. 

The  problem  which  thus  arises  is  that  of  an  imbalance 
between  the  nations  which  will  have  to  supply  the  greater 
part  of  the  funds  with  which  the  United  Nations  must  be 
endowed,  if  it  is  to  act  as  the  channel  for  aid  to  economic 
development,  and  the  Assembly  majority  consisting  of  na- 
tions which  will  presumably  be  the  beneficiaries  of  eco- 
nomic assistance.  This  accounts  in  large  measure  for  the 
present  reluctance  of  the  wealthier  nations  to  direct  their 
economic  aid  through  the  world  organization.  It  accounts 
for  our  own  government's  unwillingness  to  contribute  to 
such  projects  as  the  proposed  Special  United  Nations  Fund 
for  Economic  Development   (SUNFED). 

Our  suggestion  for  solving  this  problem  is  to  create  a 
United  Nations  Development  Authority,  so  constituted  as 
to  give  appropriate  representation  both  to  the  nations  sup- 
plying it  with  funds  and  to  those  seeking  assistance.  This 
could  be  done  without  Charter  revision  by  a  two-thirds 
vote  of  the  Assembly,  conceivably  accompanied  by  a  deci- 
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sion  to  abolish  the  Economic  and  Social  Council,  except 
for  its  Commission  on  Human  Rights. 

We  visualize  the  Development  Authority  as  being  con- 
stituted somewhat  along  the  lines  of  the  Security  Council, 
except  that  there  would  be  no  veto.  Five  seats  would  be 
allotted  to  the  industrialized  nations,  to  be  occupied  each 
year  by  the  five  particular  nations  which  in  the  last  year 
had  made  the  largest  contiibutions  of  funds.  The  remaining 
four  seats  would  be  occupied  by  rotating  regional  repre- 
sentatives of  the  underdeveloped  nations. 

Our  concept  calls  for  the  creation  of  four  regional  sub- 
sidiaries of  the  parent  body,  one  a  Middle  East  Develop- 
ment Authority  (previously  discussed),  the  others  located 
in  Southeast  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin  America.^  Each  of 
these  four  regional  boards,  under  an  annually  rotating 
chairman,  would  sift  the  problems  and  opportunities  exist- 
ing in  its  area  and  would  assign  priorities  to  the  specific 
projects  of  which  it  approved.  Each  regional  board  would 
then,  through  its  chairman,  present  its  approved  projects 
for  consideration  of  the  parent  body. 

The  fixing  of  priorities  among  the  projects  recommended 
by  the  regional  boards,  as  well  as  the  allocation  of  funds, 
would  be  determined  by  the  parent  body  in  which  the 
industrialized  nations  occupying  the  permanent  seats 
would  exercise  the  decisive  influence.  A  majority  of  the 
five  nations  holding  these  seats  would  be  required  for  ap- 
proval of  any  project  or  appropriation. 

Thus  the  ultimate  control  of  the  funds  would  rest  with 
the  United  States  and  the  four  other  major  contributors,  of 
which  the  Soviet  Union  could  be  one,  if  it  elected  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  plan.  However,  the  Soviet  Union  alone  could 
not  obstruct  action  since  there  would  be  no  veto;  nor  could 
it,  in  the  foreseeable  future,  control  a  majority  of  the  per- 
manent seats,  even  if  China  were  to  become  a  United  Na- 

1  The  existing  regional  UN  Economic  Commissions  might  con- 
ceivably be  transformed  into  regional  subsidiaries  of  the  pro- 
posed UN  Development  Authority. 
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tions  member  and  a  major  contributor  to  the  Development 
Authority. 

Should  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc  agree  to  participate,  one  of 
the  major  aspects  of  an  economic  cold  war  would  be  elimi- 
nated. On  the  other  hand,  should  the  Soviet  Union  decline 
to  participate,  it  would  lose  much  of  its  influence  over  the 
mostly  unaligned  peoples  of  the  underdeveloped  areas. 

What  would  be  the  advantages  of  such  a  multinational 
approach,  as  opposed  to  the  binational  method  by  which 
we  have  been  trying  to  solve  the  problem? 

1.  A  United  Nations  Development  Authority  with  its 
regional  subsidiaries  would  be  better  equipped  than  the 
bureaucratic  or  legislative  machinery  of  any  one  nation  to 
understand  and  evaluate  relative  needs  for  assistance  and 
to  determine  how  and  upon  what  conditions  assistance 
should  be  rendered. 

2.  Conditions  imposed  by  a  United  Nations  Develop- 
ment Authority  would  be  more  readily  accepted  by  bene- 
ficiary governments  and  peoples  than  would  the  same  con- 
ditions, if  imposed  by  any  single  nation.  This  would  be 
especially  important  where  such  conditions  might  involve 
reforms  fundamental  to  progress  such  as  fiscal  reform,  or 
land  reform,  or  the  creation  of  credit  facilities  to  displace 
firaily  entrenched,  usurious  moneylenders. 

3.  A  United  Nations  Development  Authority  could 
more  readily  make  long-range  plans  and  long-range  com- 
mitments than  can  most  national  governments,  especially 
our  own.  As  already  pointed  out,  this  is  vitally  important 
because  successful  economic  development  requires  plan- 
ning for  several  years  ahead  and  the  assurance  that  capital 
for  approved  long-range  plans  will  be  available. 

4.  The  suggested  proposal  would  accomplish  the  pur- 
pose of  stimulating  other  industriahzed  nations  to  shoulder 
a  greater  part  of  the  burden  for  world-wide  economic  de- 
velopment and  thus  relieve  the  adverse  balance  of  pay- 
ments of  the  United  States— far  more  effectively,  in  our 
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opinion,  than  the  attempt  to  tie  American  loans  and  grants 
to  purchases  in  the  American  market. 

To  repeat:  If  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc  agreed  to  the  proposal, 
the  economic  aspects  of  competitive  coexistence  would 
become  co-operative  coexistence.  In  that  case  a  fifth  re- 
gion comprising  the  underdeveloped  Communist  countries 
might  be  added  to  the  structure.  If  the  United  States  were 
to  put  forward  the  proposal  and  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc  were 
to  reject  it,  the  competitive  position  of  the  non-Communist 
nations  would  be  improved,  while  the  Sino-Soviet  alliance 
would  stand  unmasked  as  being  willing  to  supply  economic 
aid  solely  in  pursuance  of  its  own  political  purposes. 

It  may  be  asked  why  the  same  purposes  could  not  be 
served  by  the  World  Bank  and  its  new  soft-loan  subsidiary, 
the  International  Development  Association.  There  are  two 
answers  to  this  question: 

1.  The  World  Bank  and  its  subsidiary  are  creations  of 
the  West.  Admirable  as  have  been  the  World  Bank's  ac- 
complishments, this  institution  and  its  subsidiary  are  ex- 
clusively the  instruments  of  the  industrialized  Western  na- 
tions. The  underdeveloped  countries  have  no  proprietary 
interest  in  these  institutions;  they  deal  with  them  as  sup- 
pliants; they  have  no  voice  in  their  decisions.  The  Com- 
munist nations  regard  these  institutions— no  matter  how  un- 
justly—as tools  of  Western  imperialism.  If  our  purpose  is 
ultimately  to  achieve  world-wide  co-operation  in  economic 
development,  it  seems  to  us  desirable  to  create  an  instru- 
ment which  all  nations— rich  or  poor,  Communist  or  anti- 
Communist— may  regard  as  universal  and  impartial. 

2.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  United  Nations  may  be 
transformed  into  an  organization  capable  of  enforcing 
world  law  prohibiting  national  armaments,  it  would  seem 
important  in  every  possible  way  to  broaden  and  strengthen 
its  powers.  From  this  point  of  view  it  would  seem  to  us 
desirable  to  make  the  United  Nations,  rather  than  institu- 
tions created  outside  of  its  jurisdiction,  into  the  instrument 
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of  the  widest  possible  international  co-operation  in  laying 
the  economic  foundations  for  enduring  peace. 

Vn    THE    FORMULATION    AND    EXECUTION    OF    UNITED    STATES 
FOREIGN    POLICY 


A.  The  Executive 

Theodore  Roosevelt  once  said:  "In  a  crisis,  the  duty  of 
a  leader  is  to  lead." 

We  are  Hving  in  a  time  of  chronic  crisis— a  time  in  which 
continuous  strong  leadership  by  the  Executive  is  essential 
to  survival. 

Strong  leadership  requires  the  capacity  to  reach  a  deci- 
sion and,  having  reached  it,  the  capacity  to  go  forward 
wholly  committed  to  the  decision.  It  requires  also  a  com- 
bination of  wisdom  and  intuition  which  enables  a  leader 
to  reach  right  decisions.  But,  above  aU,  a  leader  must  de- 
cide, for  better  or  worse.  He  cannot  afford  indecision. 

Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  Presi- 
dent is  the  leader  in  matters  of  foreign  policy,  acting  with 
"the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate."  In  recent  times 
the  implementation  of  foreign  poHcy  has  become  more  and 
more  dependent  upon  appropriations  of  funds  and,  for  this 
reason,  the  House  of  Representatives  has  acquired  a  greater 
voice  in  the  making  of  foreign  policy  than  was  contem- 
plated by  the  Founding  Fathers.  Yet,  while  their  concur- 
rence is  needed,  neither  the  Senate  nor  the  House  can 
originate  pohcy.  Congress  can  only  approve,  reject,  or 
modify  the  policy  laid  before  it  by  the  Executive.^ 

It  follows  that  the  Executive,  having  reached  a  decision, 
must  act  in  close  and  continual  consultation  with  the  lead- 
ers of  both  Houses  of  Congress. 

2  Nevertheless,  there  are  times  like  the  present  when  mem- 
bers of  the  Congress  can  and  shoxild  express  their  views  con- 
cerning matters  which  vitally  affect  the  nation's  security. 

90 


A  Re -Examination  of  American  Foreign  Policy 

It  is  our  opinion  that  in  recent  years  such  consultation 
has  been  sporadic  and  insuflBcient;  that  pohcy  decisions 
have  often  been  lacking  at  the  highest  level;  and  that, 
when  made,  decisions  have  all  too  frequently  been  reversed 
without  adequate  explanation  and  consultation.  For  exam- 
ple: The  Executive  has  opposed  and  then  favored  the  crea- 
tion of  a  Middle  East  Development  Authority;  it  has  op- 
posed and  then  favored  the  creation  of  an  Inter-American 
Bank;  it  has  favored  and  then  opposed  providing  the  De- 
velopment Loan  Fund  with  the  authority  to  make  long- 
range  commitments.  In  such  cases  the  Executive  has  ade- 
quately explained  to  Congress  neither  its  original  decision 
nor  its  subsequent  reversal. 

It  is  further  our  opinion  that  the  decisions  of  the  Execu- 
tive have  in  recent  years  been  too  strongly  influenced  by 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  StaflF,  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

We  beheve  that  foreign  policy  should  not  be  dictated 
by  the  military;  that,  on  the  contrary,  military  policy 
should  be  subservient  to  political  aims. 

We  believe  that  the  people  and  their  duly  elected  rep- 
resentatives have  a  right  to  know  the  facts  upon  which  to 
base  reasoned  judgments;  and  that  the  decision  as  to  what 
information  may  legitimately  be  withheld  in  the  interest 
of  national  security  should  not  be  left  to  the  military  or  to 
a  quasi-military  agency  such  as  the  Atomic  Energy  Com- 
mission. 

We  hold  that  it  is  not  the  fimction  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  but  the  function  of  the  President  and  the  Congress 
to  decide  what  the  nation  can  or  cannot  aflPord  in  national 
defense  or  in  foreign  policy  expenditure. 

Holding  these  views,  we  recommend  a  thorough  re- 
examination of  the  foreign  policy-making  process,  in  which 
—as  we  see  it— the  military-dominated  National  Security 
Council  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  have  far  too  heavily 
influenced  Executive  decisions. 

We  believe  that  a  Secretary  of  State  functions  most  ef- 
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fectively  when  he  is  in  continuous  touch  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  and  draws  continuously  upon  its  resources 
at  home  and  abroad,  as  did  Secretaries  Stimson,  Marshall, 
and  Acheson.  We  do  not  believe  that  a  Secretary  of  State 
should  be  a  roving  ambassador. 

It  is  our  view  that  insufficient  funds  are  being  provided 
for  the  Foreign  Service.  We  recommend:  (i)  that  appro- 
priations for  representation  of  the  United  States  abroad 
should  be  adequate  to  provide  that  career  diplomats  or 
other  eminently  qualified  individuals  may  fill  the  important 
posts  throughout  the  world  without  having  to  draw  upon 
private  means  to  eke  out  insufiicient  salaries  and  expense 
allowances;  and  (2)  that  sufiicient  funds  be  appropriated 
on  a  long-range  basis  to  make  possible  the  institution  of  a 
long-range  program  of  attracting,  training,  and  holding  de- 
sirable personnel  in  the  Foreign  Service. 

B.  The  Legislative  Branch 

The  effective  co-operation  of  the  Congress  with  the  Ex- 
ecutive in  the  making  of  foreign  policy  is,  in  our  opinion, 
impeded  by: 

1.  The  overlapping  and  sometimes  conflicting  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  multiplicity  of  committees  and  subcommittees; 
and 

2.  The  inadequate  staffing  of  the  committees  and  sub- 
committees dealing  with  various  aspects  of  foreign  policy. 

With  respect  to  the  first  difficulty,  we  recommend  the 
appointment  by  concurrent  resolution  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  a  commission  of  non-partisan  experts  whose  man- 
date it  shall  be  to  study  the  existing  committee  structure 
and  to  suggest  procedures  by  which  this  structure  might 
be  simplified  and  improved. 

We  call  particular  attention  to  the  fact  that,  as  matters 
now  stand,  foreign  policy  measures  involving  the  appro- 
priation of  funds  must  pass  through  two  separate  proc- 
esses: the  first  resulting  in  enabling  legislation;  the  second 
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resulting  in  the  passage  of  the  appropriation  required.  Fre- 
quently the  first  process  entails  prolonged  debate  which  is 
then  repeated  in  the  second,  often  with  somewhat  different 
results. 

We  further  call  attention  to  the  overlap  between  the 
Senate  Committees  on  Foreign  Relations  and  Armed  Serv- 
ices, and  between  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
and  the  committees  concerned  with  defense  policy. 

With  respect  to  inadequate  staflRng,  we  suggest  the  pos- 
sibility of  providing  a  single,  well-staffed  and  equipped 
Foreign  Affairs  Information  Bureau  which,  in  co-operation 
with  the  Library  of  Congress,  would  serve  all  congressional 
committees  working  in  this  area.  Failing  this,  we  recom- 
mend that  both  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
(and  its  subcommittees)  and  the  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  (and  its  subcommittees)  be  provided  with 
more  extensive  and  better  staff  facilities. 


C.  United  States  Information  Service 

It  is  our  opinion  that  propaganda  can  be  no  better  than 
the  policies  which  it  seeks  to  explain  and  exploit.  Benjamin 
Franklin  once  said:  "It  is  hard  to  make  an  empty  sack 
stand  upright." 

At  present  the  basic  defect  of  American  propaganda  is 
that  it  explains  what  the  United  States  is  against,  but  not 
what  the  United  States  is  for.  This  is  because  United  States 
foreign  policy  lacks  a  clearly  defined  affirmative  purpose, 
such  as  we  have  endeavored  to  suggest  in  the  preceding 
chapters. 

In  addition.  United  States  propaganda  conveys  an  in- 
accurate impression  of  what  we  are.  It  portrays  the  United 
States  as  an  extremely  rich  country  with  a  government 
which  stands  benevolently  aside,  leaving  all  plaiming  and 
all  decision  to  a  "free-enterprise  economy."  This  picture  is 
not  only  one  with  which  other  people  cannot  possibly  iden- 
tffy  themselves;  it  is  also  untrue. 
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It  is  untrue  because  the  cardinal  principle  of  the  great 
unfinished  American  experiment  in  freedom  is  that  which 
was  voiced  by  Abraham  Lincoln,  when  he  said:  "The  func- 
tion of  government  is  to  do  for  the  people  that  which  needs 
to  be  done  but  which  they  cannot  do  for  themselves  at  all 
or  do  equally  well."  It  is  on  the  basis  of  this  principle  that 
our  government  regulates,  stimulates,  and  protects  agricul- 
ture, industry,  labor,  and  the  public  services.  Upon  the 
basis  of  this  principle  we  have  abolished  child  labor,  es- 
tablished a  minimum  wage  and  social  security— upon  the 
basis  of  this  principle  we  have  collective  bargaining,  a  free 
pubHc  school  system,  public  housing,  and  government- 
financed  road  and  river  development. 

The  principle  which  Lincoln  enunciated  has  been  the 
dynamic  of  the  American  society  ever  since  the  nation  was 
founded,  even  though  in  recent  years  the  tempo  of  prog- 
ress under  it  has  been  slowed  down  by  a  Republican  ad- 
ministration which  suffers  from  myopic  vision  and  addic- 
tion to  obsolete  economic  theory. 

This— a  nation  conducting  a  great  unfinished  experiment 
in  freedom  thi^ough  the  co-operation  of  a  people  with  its 
government— is  what  we  are;  and  with  this  picture  of  the 
United  States  peoples  throughout  the  world  could  in  the 
past  identify  their  own  hopes  and  aspirations. 

The  reason  why  peoples  in  foreign  lands  can  no  longer 
identify  themselves  with  us  is  chiefly  because  of  the  slow- 
ing down  of  our  momentum,  but  also  because  we  present 
ourselves  as  worse  than  we  really  are— as  having  reached 
the  end  of  the  great  experiment,  as  being  complacently 
satisfied  with  things  as  they  are,  and  as  being  frightened  of 
and  hostile  to  change. 

To  be  against  change  is  to  be  against  the  hopes  and 
longings  of  mankind. 

The  appeal  of  communism  is  that  it  has  identified  itself 
with  change.  The  fact  that  communism,  once  adopted, 
denies  change  is  not  evident  to  those  who  have  not  yet 
lived  under  its  dominion. 
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For  us  to  present  ourselves  as  merely  being  against  com- 
munism, and  not  as  being,  above  all,  the  protagonists  of  a 
continuous  flow  of  revolutionary  change,  is  to  commit  psy- 
chological suicide. 

The  Voice  of  America  had  better  be  silent,  unless  it  is 
able  to  portray  the  American  people  as  they  really  are— a 
people  forever  on  the  march  in  spite  of  inevitable  tem- 
porary setbacks— a  nation  in  which  government,  private  en- 
terprise, workers,  and  consumers  are  laboring  ceaselessly 
together  in  the  great,  unfinished  experiment. 

To  this  end  we  believe  that  honest  self-criticism  is  better 
propaganda  than  criticism  of  an  adversary;  that  openly  ex- 
pressed interest  in  other  people's  ideas  and  experiments  is 
better  propaganda  than  glorification  of  our  own  achieve- 
ments; and  that  the  battle  for  the  minds  and  hearts  of  men 
is  more  likely  to  be  won  by  visions  of  the  future  than  by 
expressed  satisfaction  with  things  as  they  are. 

POSTSCRIPT 

We  stated  at  the  outset  that  foreign  policy  inevitably 
reflects  the  domestic  state  of  the  Union.  The  recommenda- 
tions for  a  new  approach  to  foreign  policy  set  forth  in  the 
foregoing  cannot  be  adopted  without  a  basic  change  in 
domestic  philosophy,  especially  with  respect  to  fiscal 
policy.  The  foreign  policy  we  recommend  cannot  be  based 
upon  private  extravagance  and  public  parsimony.  It  re- 
quires not  only  broader  vision  of  affirmative  purpose  on  the 
part  of  leadership  but  less  self-indulgence,  harder  work, 
and  a  greater  sense  of  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the 
American  people. 

We  are  convinced  that,  if  leadership  does  its  part,  the 
people  will  respond. 

This  document  represents  a  general  consensus  of  those 
who  offer  it  for  the  consideration  of  their  colleagues  and 
constituents,  without  binding  any  individual  to  every  spe- 
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cific  recommendation  therein  contained.  Indeed,  it  is  the 
hope  of  those  who  present  it  that  the  outline  of  poHcy  here 
suggested  will  be  improved  by  discussion  and  modified  in 
accordance  with  rapidly  changing  circumstance. 
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It  is  difficult  to  speak  in  terms  of  a  specifically  "liberal"  de- 
fense policy.  Few  of  the  traditional  liberal  attitudes  in  this 
field— support  for  disarmament  and  collective  security,  in- 
sistence upon  minimal  armament  expenditures,  upon  "civil- 
ian supremacy"  and  a  reduction  of  military  influence  in 
foreign  policy  and  domestic  economic  and  social  planning 
—are  in  themselves  of  much  relevance  to  present  problems. 
It  is  useless,  for  example,  simply  to  inveigh  against  current 
tendencies  toward  the  militarization  of  our  pohty  and  econ- 
omy if  these  tendencies  are  no  more  than  symptoms  of 
deeper  historic  causes  to  which  liberals  may  have  con- 
tributed quite  as  much  as  conservatives  or  those  of  any 
other  persuasion.  Rather,  one  must  look  first  for  the  sources 
of  the  symptoms.  And  if  one  does  so,  I  think  one  is  forced 
to  the  conclusion  that  they  do  not  lie  in  any  particular 
"threat"  from  outside,  in  any  particularly  aggressive  or  bel- 
licose spirit  on  our  own  part,  in  any  specifically  "Hberal"  or 
"conservative"  policies  followed  in  the  past.  They  arise, 
rather,  from  the  nature  of  the  war  system  itself. 

As  long  as  great  nation-states— the  democratic  no  less 
than  the  totalitarian,  our  own  no  less  than  the  Russian  or 
the  Chinese— found  their  external  relations  upon  the  institu- 
tion of  war,  they  are  bound  to  reap  the  results,  in  the  form 
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of  internal  militarization,  of  fear,  of  aggression,  and  of  in- 
stability, which  the  war  system  in  the  supertechnical  age 
imposes.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  hberal  statesmanship 
in  the  modem  era  can  take  as  its  ultimate  goal  anything 
less  than  the  abolition  of  the  war  system  itself.  The  aboli- 
tion of  war  appears  to  demand,  as  its  minimum  require- 
ment (and  its  minimum  consequence)  a  universal  and  total 
disarmament,  down  to  poHce-force  levels,  by  all  the  na- 
tions of  the  world.  In  all  its  dealings  with  current  is- 
sues of  mihtary  policy,  appropriations,  organization,  na- 
tional "strategy,"  this  must  be  consciously  held  as  the  final 
objective  of  liberalism  in  this  field. 

Unfortunately  it  is  as  yet  a  very  remote  objective.  Policy 
may  often  be  illumined  and  strengthened  by  a  vision  of 
the  futme;  but  it  has  to  deal  with  the  present,  and  it  is  as 
dangerous  to  sacrifice  the  present  to  an  ideal  future  as  it  is 
to  sacrifice  the  future  to  the  traditions  of  the  past.  It  would 
scarcely  be  reasonable  or  practicable  to  present  universal 
disarmament  as  the  sole  guide  to  a  liberal  military  policy 
in  the  present  context.  Assuming  this  to  be  the  only  ra- 
tional liberal  goal,  the  liberal  must  still  face  hard  questions 
as  to  why  this  goal  now  seems  unattainable,  as  to  how  the 
obstacles  may  in  fact  be  removed,  and  as  to  the  way  in 
which  specific  military  and  defense  pohcies  may  or  may 
not  conduce  to  its  achievement.  The  defense  appropria- 
tions (the  embodiment  of  military  policy  at  any  given 
point)  have  to  be  adopted  every  year,  and  year  by  year  one 
has  to  bring  to  them  some  more  applicable  tests  than  those 
which  can  be  derived  from  a  generalized  enthusiasm  for 
universal  disarmament,  or  for  any  other  revolutionary  re- 
organization of  world  politics.  It  would  be  absurd  (as  well 
as  quite  futile)  to  attack  the  next  defense  budget  on  the 
ground  that  it  nowhere  provides  for  universal  disarmament. 
The  best  one  can  do  is  to  examine  as  critically  as  possible 
the  basic  military-defense  policies  to  which  it  commits  the 
nation,  and  then  to  ask  whether  better  or  sounder  guide 
lines  can  be  developed  which  will  not  hinder,  even  if  they 
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do  little  to  promote,  the  ultimate  goal.  To  do  this  it  is 
necessary  to  look  first  at  the  military  policies  which  are 
currently  being  followed. 


AMERICAN    DEFENSE    POLICY 

The  United  States  appears  to  be  effectively  committed 
to  a  basic  defense  poHcy  which  is  unduly  logical  and 
simplistic  in  conception,  at  the  same  that  it  is  inordinately 
dangerous  and  diflScult  in  practical  application.  As  repeat- 
edly stated  by  President  Eisenhower  and  others  of  author- 
ity, it  may  be  compactly  summarized.  It  is:  (a)  to  main- 
tain a  nuclear  retaliatory  mass-destruction  force  which  will 
prevent  ("deter")  a  resort  to  mass-destruction  war  by  any- 
body under  any  circumstances  (as  the  President  has  said, 
this  force  is  "not  to  be  used,  but  to  make  certain  that  the 
other  fellow  doesn't  use  his");  and  (b)  to  retain  for  the 
United  States  a  maximum  freedom  of  military  threat  and 
military  action  compatible  with  the  limitations  which  at- 
tainment of  the  first  objective  must  impose.  The  more  "con- 
ventional" military  establishments  will  be  kept  up,  as  the 
President  has  explained,  "to  meet  situations  of  less  than 
general  war."  Finally,  (c)  in  order  to  overcome  the  perils 
and  inconsistencies  concealed  in  the  first  two  objectives,  we 
will  continue  "to  work  for  disarmament,"  though  the  kind 
and  scope  of  the  disarmament  for  which  we  will  work,  the 
effects  to  be  expected  of  it,  or  the  manner  in  which  we  will 
"work"  for  it  have  never  been  defined  with  any  precision. 

So  formulated,  this  basic  policy  has  certain  significant 
features.  It  is  the  product  not  of  any  coherent  and  far- 
sighted  plan,  but  of  a  confused  histoiy.  It  is  a  kind  of 
resultant  of  all  the  shocks,  the  disputes,  the  diplomatic  ex- 
periments, the  technological  changes,  the  budgetary  and 
interservice  compromises  which  have  occurred  since  the 
first  military  application  of  atomic  energy  in  1945.  The 
loss  of  the  atomic  monopoly,  the  development  of  the 
hydrogen  bomb,  the  Soviet  achievements  in  missile  delivery 
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have  all  contributed  to  it;  so  have  the  Korean  War,  the 
death  of  Stalin,  the  ill  success  of  the  policy  of  "a  capacity 
for  massive  retahation,"  the  varying  fortunes  of  NATO, 
and  much  besides.  As  it  has  presently  emerged,  it  looks 
less  like  a  rational  analysis  of  the  world  military  problem 
than  a  statement  of  what  seems  to  be  about  the  best  that 
can  be  done  in  the  situation  at  which  we  have  arrived. 

Again,  while  the  policy  has  been  affected  by  all  these 
factors,  it  has  at  the  same  time  grown  in  much  the  same 
isolation  as  has  characterized  most  mihtary  planning— and 
especially  American  military  planning— in  the  past.  Starting 
from  the  assumption— by  no  means  wholly  sound— that  the 
United  States  will  never  wish  to  levy  war  upon  others,  our 
publics  and  policy  makers  tend  to  think  of  military  policy 
as  something  specialized,  apart  from  the  general  run  of 
national  policy,  simply  a  kind  of  "insurance"  against  un- 
foreseeable emergency.  Since  1945  the  nation  has  been  at 
great  pains  to  combine  its  military,  diplomatic,  and  budget- 
ary policy  into  a  consistent  whole,  through  such  agencies 
as  the  National  Security  Council  or  the  hundreds  of  lesser 
joint  boards  and  commissions  operating  in  the  security 
field.  But  the  results  have  not  been  too  effective;  and  most 
discussions  of  military  policy,  both  inside  and  outside  of 
government,  remain  compartmented  from  the  practical 
world  of  international  relations  which  that  policy  is  sup- 
posed to  affect  and  reflect. 

These  characteristics  of  the  basic  policy  contribute  to  its 
vagueness  as  a  guide  in  face  of  concrete  questions  as  to 
budget  levels,  the  allocation  of  weapons  systems,  the  arm- 
ing of  NATO  and  other  allies,  the  specific  diplomatic  pos- 
ture to  be  adopted  in  such  crises  as  that  over  Berlin,  the 
proper  response  to  the  "missile  gap,"  and  so  on.  They  con- 
tribute to  the  undue  dispropoition  between  the  amounts  of 
heat  and  of  light  generated  by  current  argument  over  de- 
fense issues.  But  the  announced  basic  policy  is  open  to 
much  deeper  criticism.  It  fails  to  meet  or  deal  with  the  two 
central  questions  which  it  raises.  Does  "deterrence"  mean 
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the  prevention  of  nuclear  war,  or  only  its  discouragement 
up  to  that  point  (sooner  or  later  inevitable)  at  which  it 
must  take  place?  Does  the  retention  of  freedom  of  military 
action  in  "situations  of  less  than  general  war"  authorize  us 
to  take  military  action  in  any  situation  which  appears  ad- 
versely to  aflPect  our  national  interest,  or  does  it  impose 
limits  on  what  we  can  expect  to  defend  by  military  means? 
Present  policy  answers  neither  question.  By  that  familiar 
process  which  has  been  aptly  called  "simulopt"— the  simul- 
taneous adoption  of  mutually  incompatible  or  contradic- 
tory courses— the  only  reply  it  returns  to  either  question  is: 
"Yes."  This  is  not  helpful. 


DETERRENCE 

Throughout,  "deterrence"  has  been  a  dangerously  weasel 
word,  used  indiscriminately  in  either  of  its  senses  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  exigencies  of  the  moment  or  the  pres- 
sures under  which  the  given  statesman  or  publicist  may  be 
speaking.  When  a  President  says  that  the  great  weapons 
"are  not  to  be  used,"  he  is  talking  about  the  absolute  pre- 
vention of  any  nuclear  war  whatever.  But  when  he  says 
(as  President  Eisenhower  has  said)  that  the  United  States 
will  not  "fight  a  ground  war"  for  Berlin,  he  is  talking  about 
the  discouragement  of  a  nuclear  war,  yet  at  the  same  time 
calling  the  weapons  to  his  aid  in  a  situation  which  might 
well  require  their  employment. 

Yet  this  is  logically  impermissible  for  a  policy  based 
upon  the  prevention  of  mass-destruction  war  through  the 
mechanism  of  retaliatory  mass  destruction.  If  the  weapons 
should  ever  in  fact  be  used,  the  poHcy  itself  would  have 
failed  catastrophically,  thus  demonstrating  its  tragic  inutil- 
ity for  attaining  the  only  object  for  which  it  had  been 
adopted.  A  military  policy  of  mass-destruction  deterrence 
is  actually  no  more  nor  less  than  a  form  of  gigantic  black- 
mail, and  as  with  other  forms  of  blackmail  its  threats  are 
valueless  if  they  ever  have  to  be  made  good.  Unless  mass- 
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destruction  deterrence  succeeds  absolutely  in  its  only  ra- 
tional purpose— to  prevent  altogether— it  is  a  total  failure; 
and  what  might  happen  thereafter,  how  the  subsequent 
war  would  be  waged  or  who  would  win  or  how  many 
would  survive,  becomes  an  almost  academic  question.  The 
appalling  nature  of  the  weaponry  considered  necessary  to 
guarantee  that  deterrence  will  succeed— including  multi- 
megaton  thermonuclear  bombs  capable  of  destroying  scores 
of  millions  of  innocent  "enemy"  lives  in  a  space  of  hours- 
can  insure  only  that  if  deterrence  does  not  succeed  the 
consequences  will  be  intolerable  under  any  rational  social 
pohcy. 

This  situation,  an  inherent  result  of  the  development  of 
the  megaton  bombs,  is  diflScult  to  state  and  diflBcult  for 
anyone,  whether  a  soldier  or  a  statesman  or  a  citizen,  to 
accept.  Yet  the  dilemma  is  inescapable,  and  alL  the  twists 
and  turnings  of  the  new  strategists  of  deterrence  have 
failed  to  evade  it.  Their  efforts  to  demonstrate  that  with 
proper  dispersion  and  shelter  systems  casualties  could,  after 
all,  be  reduced  to  supportable  levels  can  tend  only  to  trans- 
form the  military  system  from  one  for  preventing  mass- 
destruction  war  into  one  for  fighting  it.  The  extraordinary 
way  in  which  their  reasoning  compels  them  to  convert 
passive  (civil)  defense  into  an  offensive  weapon  is  a  case 
in  point.  The  argument  runs  that  if  the  Russians  had  pre- 
pared a  large  shelter  and  evacuation  system  in  advance 
they  could  at  a  chosen  moment  put  a  suflBcient  proportion 
of  their  people  in  safety  and  then  threaten  to  wreak  a 
devastation  upon  the  unprotected  populations  of  the  West 
to  which  Western  retaliatory  forces  could  no  longer  make 
a  corresponding  reply.  Passive  defense  (like  "defensive 
mobilization"  in  1914,  of  which  it  has  often  been  said  that 
"mobilization  meant  war")  thus  becomes  a  weapon  of  ag- 
gression. There  is  no  answer  to  this  fearful  form  of  attack 
except  to  build  up  Western  shelter  and  dispersion  systems. 
The  West  must  embark  upon  still  another  form  of  arms 
competition— competitive    digging   in.    The    argument,    of 
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course,  is  that  by  keeping  even  in  competitive  protection, 
the  balance  of  terror  will  be  maintained  and  nuclear  v/ar 
will  still  be  "deterred."  It  overlooks  the  fact  that  if  com- 
petitive protection  can  reduce  the  probable  destruction  of 
nuclear  warfare  to  mutually  acceptable  levels,  it  will  only 
make  a  nuclear  exchange  once  more  a  practicable  military 
concept.  This  might  suflBce  to  maintain  the  terror  balance. 
It  seems  much  more  likely  simply  to  Hcense  a  nuclear  ex- 
change. 

There  is  no  escape  through  such  reasonings  from  the  di- 
lemma that  the  system  of  retahatory  mass  destruction  must 
serve  either  to  prevent  mass-destruction  warfare  or  to  make 
it  possible;  that  the  two  objectives  are  incompatible  and 
that,  in  large  measure,  to  the  degree  in  which  policy  pro- 
vides for  success  in  one  it  must  insure  failure  in  the  other. 
Which  aim  does  present  policy  follow?  The  only  available 
answer  is:  "Both." 


LESS    THAN    GENERAL    WAR 

Assuming  that  the  multimegaton  weapons  can  be  held 
in  suspense  indefinitely,  what  are  the  "situations  of  less 
than  general  war"  in  which  the  United  States  can  retain 
its  freedom  of  conventional  military  action?  On  this  vital 
question  current  policy  is  again  silent,  or  ambivalent.  Pre- 
sumably issues  may  arise— a  military  struggle  over  the 
Chinese  coastal  islands  comes  to  mind  as  a  possible  ex- 
ample—which would  be  susceptible  to  military  settlement 
vidthout  evoking  a  general  nucleonic  war.  For  such  issues 
"limited  war"  seems  a  possible  and  appropriate  answer.  In 
general  they  will  be  of  one  of  two  kinds:  issues  in  which 
the  preponderance  of  one  side  is  so  great  that  it  can  en- 
force a  favorable  decision  without  more  than  a  partial 
mobilization  of  its  total  power;  and  issues  in  which  each 
side  recognizes  that  even  an  adverse  decision,  however  un- 
palatable, is  to  be  preferred  to  the  total  effort  which  would 
be  necessary  to  overturn  it.  One  can  find  examples  of  each 
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kind  in  the  many  limited  wars  of  the  past  century  or  so; 
interestingly  enough,  the  Korean  War— the  greatest  limited 
war  of  our  times— was  an  example  of  both.  Up  through  the 
rout  of  the  North  Koreans,  complete  by  November  of  1950, 
it  was  a  war  limited  by  the  massive  preponderance  of  the 
United  Nations  power;  from  the  Chinese  intervention  at  the 
end  of  November  it  was  a  war  limited  by  the  fact  that 
neither  contestant  preferred  total  triumph  to  the  costs  and 
effort  necessary  to  achieve  it.  The  first  phase  of  the  war 
ended  in  a  conventional  victory  for  the  West;  the  second 
ended,  as  wars  limited  in  this  way  must  almost  necessarily 
end,  in  a  stalemate  and  a  restoration  of  the  status  quo  ante. 
Limited  wars,  in  whatever  sense  the  tenn  is  used,  seem 
possible  only  in  situations  in  which  stalemate  is,  for  each 
side,  preferable  to  victory. 

These  are  the  "situations  of  less  than  general  war"  for 
which  our  policy  proposes  to  use  the  "non-strategic"  mili- 
tary, air,  and  naval  forces.  But  what  are  they,  and  how 
can  they  be  recognized  in  advance?  General  Maxwell  D. 
Taylor  tells  us  in  his  memoirs  that  he  spent  much  of  his 
four-year  term  as  Army  chief  of  staff  arguing  with  his  col- 
leagues on  JCS  as  to  whether  Western  Europe  could  be 
defended  by  limited  war.  Taylor  felt  that  it  would  have  to 
be,  because  if  its  only  defense  was  the  superbombs  it  would 
not  be  defended  at  all.  But  to  the  Air  Force  this  was  vir- 
tually "treason,"  because  to  provide  a  conventional  defense 
for  Western  Europe  would  be  to  convey  to  the  Russians 
the  idea  that  we  did  not,  after  all,  really  intend  to  ex- 
terminate them  with  the  megaton  weapons,  and  thus 
license  them  to  an  attack  which  the  conventional  forces 
could  not  resist.  In  the  specific  case  of  West  Berlin,  no- 
body now  knows  whether  even  a  minor  military  threat  to 
the  city  would  be  a  case  of  "less  than  general  war"  or  the 
beginning  of  a  nuclear  holocaust.  To  the  question  of  which 
sort  of  situation  it  presents,  present  policy  again  answers 
simply;   "Yes." 

And  again  it  is  not  helpful.  General  Taylor  argues  that 
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by  raising  the  defense  budget  to  about  sixty  billion  dollars 
we  could  provide  a  conventional  military  system  adequate 
to  defend  Western  Europe  without  recourse  to  the  ther- 
monuclears.  Is  the  conscientious  citizen,  or  the  liberal 
legislator,  to  support  or  oppose  this  program?  The  an- 
nounced military  policy  aflFords  him  no  guidance;  it  tells 
him  in  effect  to  do  both— and,  one  might  add,  to  be  damned 
whatever  he  does. 


SEARCH    FOR    A    FIRMER    FOUNDATION 

The  basic  policy  as  declared  not  only  fails  to  offer  any 
firm  guide  in  concrete  problems  of  budget  limits,  force 
levels,  or  optimum  weapons  systems,  but  presents  dangers 
of  an  appalling  kind.  The  best  it  can  promise  in  the  long 
run  is  a  continued,  competitive  build-up  of  two  colossal 
time  bombs,  bound  to  set  each  other  off  sooner  or  later  and 
already  capable  of  destroying  civilization  between  them. 
Meanwhile,  although  it  is  almost  certainly  true  that  no 
authoritative  statesman  anywhere  is  either  desirous  of, 
planning,  or  intending  to  set  off  the  explosion,  we  must  live 
in  the  shadow  of  the  likelihood  that  it  will  come  sooner, 
rather  than  later,  through  sheer  accident  or,  more  prob- 
ably, through  miscalculation.  For  many,  the  policy  involves 
another  kind  of  peril.  The  more  careful  we  are  in  avoiding, 
under  its  terms,  the  total  nuclear  disaster,  the  more  it  ex- 
poses us  to  Communist  erosion  of  diplomatic,  political,  and 
moral  positions  which  seem  vital.  This  is  a  dilemma  which 
none  of  the  many  exponents  of  "limited  war"  has  as  yet 
successfully  escaped.  Simple  and  logical  as  the  basic  policy 
must  seem,  it  is  almost  impossibly  dangerous  and  difficult 
when  one  comes  to  its  practical  application. 

There  must,  it  would  seem,  be  a  better  foundation  on 
which  to  rest  American  military  and  defense  policy  than 
this.  Yet  the  search  for  such  a  foundation  must  be  rightly 
directed  and  cannot  be  too  ambitious.  In  confronting  pres- 
ent military  and  defense  poHcy,  one  is  dealing,  as  has  been 
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suggested,  not  with  a  program  but  with  a  growth— an  out- 
growth of  many  contradictory  historical  factors.  One  can 
hardly  hope  to  devise  a  completely  rational  and  self- 
consistent  program  to  put  in  its  place— or  one  cannot  hope 
to  do  so,  at  least,  with  any  chance  of  its  practical  accept- 
ance. One  cannot  ask  complete  and  logical  consistency  of 
the  modem  policy  maker,  laboring  as  he  is  under  enormous 
responsibilities  in  face  of  a  never  predictable  future;  one 
cannot  expect  him  to  stake  everything  on  any  one  view  of 
historical  causation,  or  fail  to  keep  open  alternative— even 
though  quite  contradictory— courses.  "Simulopt"  has  its  vir- 
tues as  well  as  its  obvious  vices  and  is  in  any  case  a  prob- 
ably inescapable  disease  of  modern  statesmanship.  But  the 
individual  citizen,  even  the  individual  legislator,  with  a 
lesser  responsibility  has  an  even  greater  obligation. 

The  relative  roles  of  the  Congress  and  the  Executive  in 
policy  formation  and  decision-making  is  a  subject  which 
raises  practical  and  constitutional  questions  which  need  not 
be  discussed  here.  But  whatever  may  be  the  appropriate 
function  of  the  Congress  as  a  body,  the  function  of  the 
individual  congressman  can  never  be  the  same  as  that  of 
the  single  responsible  Executive.  The  Executive  must  de- 
clare the  final  decision;  the  most  that  one  among  many 
congressmen  can  do  is  to  influence  it.  Precisely  because  he 
will  seldom  have  to  accept  sole  responsibility,  the  con- 
scientious legislator,  like  the  conscientious  citizen,  has  both 
a  greater  freedom  and  a  more  urgent  duty  to  advocate 
only  consistent  and  rational  policies.  It  is  not  normally  the 
function  of  the  individual  citizen,  or  legislator,  to  dictate 
the  critical  decisions;  it  is  always  their  responsibility  to 
create  the  backgrounds  of  principle  and  attitudes  and  ideas 
out  of  which  rational  decision  can  grow. 

What  is  set  forth  below  as  a  possible  liberal  and  rational 
defense  policy  is  not,  therefore,  anything  in  the  nature  of  a 
program.  It  does  not  deal  with  dollars,  or  weapons  systems, 
or  specific  strategies.  It  attempts  to  state  the  underlying 
attitudes,  the  approaches  to  the  international  problem,  the 
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ideas  about  the  nature  of  our  world,  which  might  support 
more  rational  specific  programs. 


BASIC    PRINCIPLES 

I.  Defense  policy  must  he  always  and  immediately  related 
to  the  actual  world  in  which  it  operates.  Military  power, 
in  a  multimegaton  age,  is  neither  "a  form  of  insurance" 
nor  "a  fire  department."  It  is  not  simply  a  hedge  against 
hypothetical  future  possibilities  hut  the  one  most  domi- 
nant fact  in  the  world  of  today. 

Acceptance  of  this  principle  is  essential  in  order  to  rescue 
us  from  the  fantastic  world  in  which  we  have  been  in- 
volved by  the  games  theorists  of  "deterrence,"  obsessed  by 
what  the  Russians  "might  do"  rather  than  by  what  they 
are  likely  to  do.  It  is,  to  be  sure,  a  hallowed  principle  of 
military  combat  intelligence  always  to  base  estimates  on  an 
enemy's  "capabilities"  rather  than  his  "intentions."  But  this 
principle,  however  sound  in  combat— when  the  enemy's 
goal,  victory,  is  obvious  and  his  capabilities  are  both 
limited  and  roughly  ascertainable— verges  on  nonsense 
when  carried  over  into  the  non-combat  relations  of  interna- 
tional affairs.  There  the  putative  enemy's  real  goals  are 
various,  complex,  often  (like  our  own)  self-contradictory; 
his  "capabilities"  are  so  numerous  that  a  valid  estimate  is 
almost  impossible  or,  if  attempted,  is  bound  to  open  so 
wide  a  range  of  possible  action  as  to  be  not  only  a  useless 
but  a  misleading  guide  to  statesmanship.  The  only  practi- 
cable guide  must  be  in  the  best  possible  estimate  of  the  in- 
tentions of  the  hostile  statesmen  based  on  the  pressures  to 
which  they  appear  to  respond,  the  motives  that  can  be 
deduced  from  the  actual  situations  which  they  occupy. 

Current  arguments  over  the  alleged  "missile  gap"  are  a 
case  in  point.  They  usually  rest  on  the  assumption  that  as 
soon  as  the  Russians'  superiority  in  missiles  gives  them  a 
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"capability"  of  reducing  Western  retaliatoiy  forces  to  a 
level  at  which  they  could  inflict  no  more  than  "acceptable" 
damage  to  the  U.S.S.R.,  the  Russians  will  immediately  em- 
ploy the  missile  for  this  purpose.  But  this  assumption  not 
only  involves  so  many  imponderables  (what  is  "no  more 
than  acceptable  damage"?  what  level  of  missile  superiority 
"will  the  Russians  consider  necessary?),  it  also  leaves  out  so 
vast  a  range  of  other  calculations,  motivations,  purposes 
that  would  actually  control  Russian  actions  as  to  become 
a  fantastically  unreal  basis  for  American  policy. 

In  the  grim  literature  of  the  subject  one  encounters  a 
frequent  nightmare.  The  Russians  have  "knocked  out"  our 
retaliatory  force  (or  conversely  put  their  population  in 
safety  against  it);  they  then  make  their  "demands"  on  the 
United  States  on  pain  of  nuclear  extermination.  The  United 
States,  thus  rendered  "helpless,"  has  no  coprse  save  to 
acquiesce.  But  few  stop  to  picture  the  concrete  circum- 
stances under  which  such  a  situation  would  in  fact  arise, 
even  less  to  ask  what  good  the  Soviet  threat  would  be  if  it 
were  simply  rejected  by  the  United  States.  Would  there 
be  any  reason  why  the  actual  annihilation  would  follow? 

These  extreme  calculations  of  possibilities  should  never 
be  allowed  to  confuse  the  probabilities  of  the  actual  world 
we  inhabit.  We  can  never  guard  against  all  possible  risks 
and  in  a  megaton  age  can  only  raise  greater  risks  by  at- 
tempting to  do  so.  It  is  enough  if  we  can  take  care  of  the 
probable  risks. 

In  another  way,  policy  (and  the  public  attitudes  toward 
it)  should  be  restrained  to  the  actualities  of  today  rather 
than  dubious  nightmares  about  a  putative  future.  Though 
commonly  attempted  in  military  and  armament  debates,  no 
successful  military  policy  can  be  constructed  on  a  consid- 
eration of  abstract  possibilities.  There  is  only  a  certain  num- 
ber of  armed  nations  in  the  world;  there  is  only  a  finite 
(and  in  fact  rather  small)  number  of  potentially  danger- 
ous situations.  In  all  the  talk  about  "brush-fire  wars,"  it  is 
seldom  recognized  that  today  there  are  only  a  few  spots  in 
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which  a  "brush-fire  war"  could  in  fact  take  place  and  prob- 
ably even  fewer  in  which  there  is  any  likelihood  of  one 
occurring.  Official  spokesmen  may  often  find  it  difficult  to 
be  specffic  because  of  the  diplomatic  consequences;  but 
those  whose  part  it  is  to  support  them  in  rational  courses 
are  under  no  such  limitation;  and  the  more  specific,  the 
more  concrete  the  terms  in  which  the  real  world  problem 
is  approached  the  better  will  be  the  results. 

11.  The  sole  purpose  of  the  nucleonic  mass-destruction  ar- 
senals is  to  prevent  their  use  by  anyone  under  any  con- 
ditions. They  do  not,  as  President  Eisenhower  has  said, 
exist  to  be  used  but  to  make  "certain"  that  they  are  not 
used  by  anyone,  and  unless  they  can  achieve  a  very 
high  degree  of  certainty  the  policies  we  are  now  basing 
on  them  should  be  rebuilt. 

A  clear  and  unequivocal  recognition  of  this  principle  and 
its  emphatic  enunciation  to  the  world  should  greatly  sim- 
plify the  whole  problem.  It  is  the  principle  already  de- 
clared by  the  Soviet  Union  as  well  as  by  the  United  States. 
The  United  States  has  been  unwilling  to  make  a  formal 
undertaking  to  the  efiFect  that  it  will  never  resort  in  the 
first  instance  to  nuclear  weapons,  for  prudential  reasons 
which  may  or  may  not  be  valid.  But  there  should  be  no 
question  that  American  policy  is  firmly  based  on  this  prin- 
ciple; and  those  whose  attitudes  and  utterances  may  afi^ect 
policy  should  never  lose  sight  of  it. 

Once  it  is  commonly  accepted  that  the  one  object  of 
deterrence  is  to  deter— that  is,  to  prevent— the  problem 
should  become  more  manageable.  Oskar  Morgenstem  has 
pointed  out  that  the  theoretically  ideal  situation  for  deter- 
rence is  one  in  which  each  of  the  two  nuclear  powers  pos- 
sesses completely  invulnerable  retaliatory  striking  forces  to 
which  the  populations  and  cities  of  the  other  are  com- 
pletely exposed.  If  A's  retaHatory  force  is  invulnerable,  it 
offers  no  temptation  to  B  to  try  a  surprise  "first  strike" 
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against  it;  if  B's  population  is  completely  exposed,  B  can- 
not risk  opening  of  mass-destruction  war.  The  situation  is 
the  same  whether  looked  at  from  the  Soviet  or  the  Ameri- 
can view.  In  place  of  present  pressures  to  get  in  a  surprise 
first  strike  at  all  costs,  the  pressure  would  all  be  the  other 
way— to  withhold  the  nuclear  strike  as  long  as  possible. 
Once  both  sides  are  armed  with  missiles,  invulnerable  on 
their  launching  pads  but  unstoppable  once  sent  on  their 
way,  the  supposed  present  need  for  first-strike  action  and 
hair-trigger  reaction  would  disappear;  a  genuinely  deter- 
rent situation  would  have  been  established  in  which  all  the 
pressures  would  be  toward  caution  and  restraint. 

Actually,  despite  our  more  feverish  current  imaginings, 
such  a  situation  very  largely  exists  today.  The  pressures 
toward  caution  on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic  are  obvious. 
Few  Western  Europeans  really  believe  in  the  "credibility" 
of  the  American  threat  to  defend  them  with  mass-destruc- 
tion retaliation.  They  do  not  believe  that  in  a  crisis  we 
would  really  lay  New  York  or  Chicago  or  Los  Angeles  open 
to  total  devastation  in  order  to  defend  West  Germany  or 
France  or  Denmark.  Why,  then,  are  they  not  more 
alarmed?  Probably  because  they  no  longer  believe  that 
such  a  crisis  is  ever  likely  to  arise.  They  believe  that  deter- 
rence has  deterred,  that  it  will  continue  to  do  so,  and  that 
there  is  no  hedge  against  the  possibility  for  its  failure. 

The  French  General  Pierre  Gallois  has  drav^m  a  sig- 
nificant distinction  between  "the  strategy  of  operations," 
which  has  dominated  military  thought  through  the  mil- 
lennia, and  still  too  markedly  dominates  American  military 
thought,  and  "the  strategy  of  means,"  which  has  actually 
come  to  dominate  history  in  the  modem  era.  Actual  mih- 
tary  operations  accomplished  only  a  small  part  of  the  vast 
results  of  the  modem  wars,  which  would  have  ended  much 
as  they  did  regardless  of  the  brilliance  or  stupidity  of  the 
operational  strategies  employed.  What  ultimately  counted 
were  the  politics,  the  logistics,  the  great  balances  of  forces 
and  resources.  Eisenhower  was  not  a  general;  he  was  a 
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general  manager.  Those  who  conduct  the  contemporary 
military  policies  of  great  states  must  be  general  managers 
in  a  much  wider  sense,  plaiming,  not  successful  military 
operations  but  successful  results,  in  which  international 
operations  will  have  only  that  modicum  of  importance 
which  can  be  attached  to  them.  Military  operations  with 
multimegaton  bombs  can  have  no  importance  in  practical 
policy,  because  no  conceivably  desirable  results  can  be 
produced  with  them.  The  absolute  prevention  of  their  use 
is  all  that  can  properly  concern  a  strategy  of  means. 

Approached  in  this  way,  there  are  many  possibilities  for 
insuring  that  deterrence  really  deters,  which  seem  difficult 
to  explore  today.  It  would  seem  to  follow  from  Morgen- 
stem's  suggestion  that  a  genuinely  deterrent  policy  would 
require  the  United  States  to  co-operate  with  the  Soviet 
Union  in  insuring  that  their  retahatory  force  was  as  in- 
vulnerable as  ours  and  that  our  population  was  equally  ex- 
posed to  attack  with  theirs.  This  will,  of  course,  seem  fan- 
tastic as  a  serious  policy  proposal.  Yet  if  this  is  the  ideal 
end  of  a  deterrent  system,  it  is  likely  to  be  the  end  toward 
which  the  two  forces  would  tend— indeed,  it  is  the  end 
toward  which  they  actually  have  been  tending  since  the 
Soviet  rejection  of  the  Baruch  Plan  and  their  determination 
to  develop  a  nuclear  deterrent  of  their  own.  Is  it  impossible 
that  tacit  understanding  could  be  developed  into  more  and 
more  explicit  undertakings? 

There  are  possibilities  of  arriving  at  a  clearer  mutual 
understanding  of  the  kind  of  situations  in  which  resort  to  a 
multimegaton  exchange  must  be  accepted,  and  the  kind  in 
which  it  will  not  occur.  One  admits  all  the  difficulties  in 
the  way  of  such  understanding.  It  is  quite  clear  that  there 
exists  today  a  tacit  Soviet-American  understanding  that 
there  will  not  be  a  nuclear  exchange  over  West  Berlin;  yet 
to  reduce  this  to  firm  statement,  even  more  to  determine 
what  measure  of  force  can  be  applied  to  the  West  Berlin 
situation,  seems  presently  impossible.  A  rational  approach 
to  defense  policy  can  only  insist  that  the  more  clearly  all 
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sides  recognize  the  basic  principle  that  the  great  weapons 
exist  only  to  prevent  their  use,  the  more  avenues  will  in 
practice  open  up  through  which  they  can  be  made  to  serve 
that  end.  And  whatever  risks  may  be  run  by  a  policy 
grounded  in  this  principle  will  be  less  than  those  entailed 
by  the  extreme  and  mathematical  calculations  of  "opera- 
tions analysis,"  based  upon  assumptions  as  to  the  elements 
involved  in  the  present  power  struggle  for  which  there  is 
little  foundation  in  fact. 


III.  On  the  postulate  that  the  great  weapons  not  only  must 
but  can  be  neutralized  (as  they  appear  to  be  today) 
military  policies  must  give  constant  and  careful  scrutiny 
to  the  remaining  functions  of  the  armed  forces. 

A  rational  approach  to  military  policy  has  a  right  and 
duty  to  insist  on  far  better  answers  than  are  commonly 
given  to  innumerable  questions  concerning  the  size  and 
pmpose,  the  weaponing,  the  organization  of  the  non- 
retaliatory  forces.  Is  it  possible  to  distinguish,  in  advance, 
"situations  of  less  than  general  war"  in  which  such  forces 
would  be  used  from  situations  of  general  war?  We  have  en- 
dowed all  our  "conventional"  forces  with  a  so-called  "tacti- 
cal" atomic  capability.  How  are  these  weapons  expected  in 
fact  to  operate?  Are  there  situations  in  which  to  employ 
them  would  almost  certainly  precipitate  general  nuclear 
war?  In  which  they  could  be  employed  without  this  risk? 
In  which  the  conventional  forces  would  not  employ  them 
at  all? 

Do  such  forces  in  fact  have  any  mihtary  uses  in  the 
existing  world  context,  and  if  so,  what  are  they?  It  is  pos- 
sible to  think  of  some— to  act  as  a  "trip-wire,"  to  prevent  or 
repel  minor  raids  and  aggressions,  to  control  suddenly  un- 
favorable local  developments  (as  in  the  Lebanon  landing), 
and  to  fight  even  a  fairly  large-scale  peripheral  war,  such 
as  might  come  about  through  a  renewal  of  hostilities  in 
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Korea  or  in  Southeast  Asia.  But  such  possibilities  are  of  a 
definitely  limited  order. 

Do  such  forces  have  other  primarily  political  or  even 
propagandist  uses?  This  is  perhaps  true.  Some  time  ago  a 
combined  maneuver  involving  some  5000  men,  including 
small  contingents  from  half  a  dozen  Latin  American  states, 
simulated  a  "defense"  of  the  Panama  Canal.  The  military 
unreality  of  this  exercise  was  so  apparent  that  it  could  only 
be  explained  as  a  poHtical  maneuver,  valuable  simply  for 
expressing  the  political  solidarity  of  Inter-American  de- 
fense. Again,  General  Lauris  Norstad,  in  announcing  the 
proposed  formation  of  a  mobile  multinational  NATO  bri- 
gade with  "atomic  capability,"  indicated  that  its  value  was 
mainly  political.  A  congressional  committee,  after  assuring 
itself  that  the  "atomic  capabihty"  would  remain  in  the 
hands  of  the  United  States  component  of  this  force,  appears 
to  have  had  no  further  interest  in  the  military  consequences 
—in  what  the  force  would  be  expected  to  do,  in  how  it 
would  a£Fect  the  balances  of  deterrence  in  Europe,  or  in 
any  other  of  the  rather  serious  military  questions  it  might 
seem  to  raise. 

In  the  presence  of  the  two  great  retaliatory  arsenals  it 
seems  almost  inconceivable  that  the  fate  of  Germany  and 
Western  Europe  could  be  decided  by  a  conventional  war- 
especially  one  in  which  both  sides  would  be  armed  with 
"tactical"  atomic  weapons.  Is  there  any  reason,  therefore, 
in  re-creating  an  essentially  World  War  II  type  of  military 
mobilization  system  (such  as  has  been  recommended  by 
General  Taylor)  to  attempt  such  a  decision?  But  if  the 
answer  is  in  the  negative,  is  there  any  reason  for  special 
concern  over  the  large  Soviet  superiority  (which,  inciden- 
tally, the  U.S.S.R.  is  proposing  unilaterally  to  reduce)  in 
conventional  forces?  The  existence  of  such  forces  cannot, 
obviously,  be  wholly  neglected  by  Western  military  policy. 
They  raise  possibilities  of  minor  or  peripheral  conventional 
warfare  which  must  be  considered.  But  if  the  West  never 
intends  to  meet  them  in  all-out  struggle  on  their  own  terms, 
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their  size  is  no  particular  measure  for  Western  conventional 
strength.  What  must  concern  the  West  is  not  the  "strategy 
of  operations"  but  the  "strategy  of  means,"  in  which  mili- 
tary operations  have  in  fact  been  reduced  to  a  strictly  sec- 
ondary role. 

A  rational,  or  "liberal,"  attitude  toward  defense  policy 
must  begin,  it  would  seem,  by  testing  all  specific  programs, 
all  arguments  for  this  or  that  type  of  weapon  system  or  this 
or  that  degree  of  military  preparedness,  against  the  prob- 
able actual  function  of  military  violence  in  the  world  to 
which  we  have  been  brought  by  the  megaton  retaliatory 
arsenal.  The  history  of  the  past  fifteen  years— which  in- 
cludes the  neutralization  alike  of  the  Soviet  conventional 
preponderance  and  the  American  atomic  monopoly  while 
it  lasted;  which  includes  the  stalemates  in  Korea  and  Indo- 
China;  the  fiasco  in  Suez;  the  near  farce  in  Lebanon;  the 
immolation  of  the  Hungarian  Revolution;  the  tragicomedy 
of  Quemoy  and  Matsu— indicates  that  while  military  forces 
still  have  a  significant  part  to  play  in  the  world's  grop- 
ings  toward  world  order,  it  is,  and  is  likely  to  remain, 
a  quite  minor  part.  We  appear  to  have  reached  quite  defi- 
nite limits  as  to  what  can  be  accomplished  by  slaughter- 
ing nationals  of  other  powers,  destroying  their  productive 
capacity,  or  even  forcibly  occupying  their  territory.  The 
liberal  or  rational  attitude  toward  military  policy  must  find 
its  deepest  foundation  in  an  appreciation  not  simply  of  the 
costs  and  cruelties  of  war  but  of  the  essential  irrelevance  of 
the  military  problem  to  most  of  the  real  issues  of  the  world 
we  inhabit. 

IV.  It  is  useless,  as  well  as  misleading,  to  pursue  "disarma- 
ment" in  the  abstract  as  if  it  were,  in  and  of  itself,  a 
remedy  that  could  rescue  us  from  the  contradictions  in- 
volved in  accepted  military  policy.  The  reduction  of  the 
perils,  as  well  as  the  burdens,  of  armaments  must  remain 
a  primary  goal  of  rational  policy.  But  it  is  a  goal  which 
must  be  sought  more  rationally  than  in  the  past. 
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Through  the  past  ten  years  in  which  the  effort  has  been 
pursued,  no  real  progress  has  ever  been  made  with  "dis- 
armament" as  such;  and  despite  the  earnestness  with 
which  the  effort  is  today  being  renewed,  there  is  little 
hope  for  progress  in  the  proximate  future.  This,  it  may  be 
said,  is  because  it  has  never  been  possible  to  correlate  the 
various  proposals  for  arms  limitation  or  reduction  to  the 
real  functions  which  arms  can  or  cannot  discharge  in  the 
contemporary  world.  To  be  hopeful,  any  disarmament  pro- 
posal or  program  must,  it  would  seem,  be  adjusted  to  the 
uses  which  military  force  is  expected  to  serve.  If  disarma- 
ment seems  a  more  promising  goal  today  than  it  was  after 
1898  (when  the  Czar  of  Russia  jBrst  called  for  a  disarma- 
ment conference) ,  or  in  the  early  thirties  (when  the  League 
of  Nations  wrestled  exhaustively  with  the  problem),  or 
after  1945  (when  the  UN  confronted  the  issue),  it  is  not 
because  any  of  the  nations  has  really  changed  its  motiva- 
tions. It  is  because  the  uses  of  military  force  appear  to 
have  declined  so  drastically  in  the  contemporary  interna- 
tional system. 

It  seems  most  unlikely  that  any  policy  of  disarmament 
can  succeed  so  long  as  it  is  based  only  upon  an  uncompli- 
cated desire  to  reduce  the  levels  of  armaments.  It  must, 
surely,  begin  with  some  serious  analysis  of  the  true  role  of 
military  force  in  the  contemporary  world;  and  this  must, 
it  would  seem,  begin  with  the  principle  enunciated  above. 
Admittedly  an  approach  of  this  kind  might  lead  to  some 
seemingly  quite  fantastic  results.  Current  disarmament 
policy  appears  to  be  directed  toward  two  main  objectives: 
the  "control,"  considered  as  leading  toward  the  ultimate 
abolition,  of  nuclear  weapons,  accompanied  by  a  balanc- 
ing, pari  passu  reduction  of  conventional  arms.  Since  there 
is  little  presently  visible  prospect  of  achieving  either,  one 
may  ask  what  a  different  approach  might  yield. 

The  great  nuclear  weapons  appear  to  have  introduced 
whatever  measure  of  military  stability  exists  in  the  present 
world.  Clearly  it  is  a  present  stability  purchased  only  at  the 

115 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

price  of  a  frightful  future  risk;  but  it  seems  to  be  to  the 
great  weapons,  more  than  any  other  one  factor,  that  we 
owe  the  fact  that  we  are  not  now  tearing  ourselves  to 
pieces  in  a  third  global  war.  Can  we,  then,  contemplate  a 
policy  which  would  not  begin  by  trying  simply  to  abolish 
them,  but  rather  by  trying  consciously  to  balance  them,  to 
conserve  the  stabilities  which  they  do  provide  while  re- 
ducing or  eliminating  the  appalling  instabilities  implicit  in 
their  competitive  technical  development? 

The  great  weapons  have  already  rendered  most  of 
the  conventional  armaments  meaningless.  The  U.S.S.R.'s 
reported  175  conventionally  aiiTied  divisions  have  little 
greater  effect  on  world  policy  today  than  the  exiguous 
NATO  divisions  or  the  fourteen  United  States  Army  divi- 
sions. A  rational  disarmament  policy  might  well  forget  the 
whole  lot  on  either  side  of  the  line;  it  might  then  concen- 
trate not  on  abolishing  the  nuclear  arsenals,  but  on  keeping 
them  in  a  reasonable  deterrent  balance,  and  leave  the  con- 
ventional forces  to  rise  or  fall  according  to  whatever  in- 
ternal exigencies  might  determine  their  fate.  As  a  program 
of  "disarmament"  this  must  seem  grotesque.  It  is  clear  that 
to  make  any  progress  with  it  a  much  better  communica- 
tion must  be  established  between  Western,  Soviet,  and 
Chinese  leaders  than  any  which  has  existed  since  1945. 
This  is  not  to  say  that  we  must  learn  to  "trust"  the  Rus- 
sians, or  they  to  trust  us,  but  that  each  must  arrive  at  a 
better  understanding  of  the  true  motivations  operable  with 
the  other.  This  seems  extraordinarily  difficult  to  do— and 
certainly  cannot  be  done  through  any  number  of  summit 
meetings  or  UN  debates.  Yet  it  is  through  processes  of  this 
kind  that  arms  and  armaments  seem  in  fact  to  have  waxed 
or  waned  in  world  history. 

A    LIBERAL    DEFENSE    POLICY 

The  conscientious  citizen,  and  normally  the  conscien- 
tious legislator,  does  not  bear  final  responsibility  for  policy 
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formulation.  Relieved  of  the  obligation  to  decide,  he  has, 
as  has  been  said,  only  a  deeper  obligation  to  bring  rational 
and  consistent  criticism  to  the  decisions  which  are  made, 
to  discern  the  meretricious  and  support  the  valid  in  the 
determinations  of  the  policy  makers.  The  above  has  been 
an  attempt  to  outline  the  principles  which  he  might  bring 
to  this  task. 

It  is  not  believed  to  be  an  appropriate  function  for  a 
paper  of  this  character  to  try  to  develop  from  these  princi- 
ples a  specific  program.  The  programs  will  no  doubt  con- 
tinue in  the  future  as  in  the  past  to  be  hammered  out  un- 
der contradictory  influences  and  countervailing  pressiu-es; 
they  will  never  be  completely  consistent,  and  the  more 
logically  one  tries  to  plan,  the  more  hkely  one  is  to  pro- 
duce an  impossibly  artificial  structure  which  in  some  im- 
portant respect  or  other  will  fail  to  fulfill  the  expectations. 

What  follows  is  not,  therefore,  offered  as  a  program  but 
rather  as  a  personal  prediction  of  the  results  to  which  a 
maximum  of  rationality  in  defense  planning  could  be  ex- 
pected to  tend.  It  is  the  writer's  belief  that  a  rational  mili- 
tary establishment  would  not  differ  very  greatly— in  size, 
cost,  or  organization— from  what  has  in  fact  been  ham- 
mered out  through  the  compromises  and  controversies  of 
the  Eisenhower  administration.  Some  present  excrescences 
and  extravagances  of  concept  would  be  pruned  away; 
some  continuing  survival  from  outmoded  tradition  would 
be  dispensed  with;  some  organizational  improvements  in 
command  and  pohcy-making  agencies  would  be  effected. 
But,  broadly  speaking,  it  seems  that  the  present  military 
program  is  a  generally  moderate,  reasonable,  and  sufiBcient 
answer  to  the  real  military  problem,  and  one  would  not 
expect  it  to  undergo  drastic  change. 

One  would  expect  the  military  establishment  to  be 
clearly,  consciously,  and  sharply  divided  into  the  retalia- 
tory force  or  apparatus— charged  with  the  sole  function  of 
insuring  that  it  would  never  in  fact  be  used— and  the  non- 
retaliatory  or  conventional  apparatus  to  meet  all  other  mili- 
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tary  requirements.  There  seems  little  merit  in  the  sugges- 
tion to  abolish  the  three  existing  services,  to  replace  them 
with  a  retaliatory,  a  non-retaliatory,  and  a  "defense"  serv- 
ice. But  it  does  seem  dangerous  and  rather  grotesque  to 
have  high-yield  nuclear  weapons— good  only  as  preventives 
—scattered  through  three  or  four  difiFerent  service-com- 
mand systems  as  well  as  the  ambiguous  command  rela- 
tionships of  NATO.  If  it  is  undesirable  to  amalgamate  the 
services,  it  seems  essential  to  put  all  retaliatory  weapons 
under  a  unified  command,  comparable  to  the  unified 
theater  commands  familiar  since  the  Second  World  War, 
and  clearly  instructed  in  its  mission. 

A  single  continuing  command  is  less  necessary  for  the 
conventional  war  forces— which  one  would  expect  to  be  put 
together  under  temporary  theater  commanders  as  occasion 
served.  The  probable  development  here  seems  obvious— 
in  the  direction  of  comparatively  small,  long-service  profes- 
sional forces,  well  armed,  but  with  some  better  understand- 
ing than  exists  at  present  of  the  relation  between  the  char- 
acter of  the  weapons  and  the  military  responsibilities  of  the 
forces.  At  the  time  of  the  Lebanon  landing,  it  is  said  that 
an  Army  rocket  team  was  not  permitted  to  land  because 
all  it  had  was  tactical  atomic  weapons;  there  is  also  a  story 
that  the  Navy  carriers  were  embarrassed  to  rid  them- 
selves of  their  atomic  weapons  so  as  to  carry  in  only  old- 
fashioned  "fire  power."  Such  contretemps  are  absurd.  It 
seems  probable  that  the  "conventional"  forces  will  be  re- 
lieved of  the  responsibility  either  to  wage  or  to  prepare  for 
a  mass  war  of  the  Second  World  War  pattern.  There  is 
little  question  that  a  great  deal  in  the  present  conscription 
and  mass  mobilization  system  is  sheer  anachronistic  waste 
of  time  and  effort.  Most  of  it  is  maintained  today,  not  be- 
cause the  military  services  feel  any  real  need  for  reserves, 
but  because  they  are  terrified  lest  they  could  not  get  a 
sufficiency  of  volunteer  recruits  unless  the  compulsions  of 
the  draft  were  maintained.  The  obvious  answer  seems  to 
be  either  a  pay  scale  that  will  produce  the  volunteers  or  a 
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genuinely  selective  service  system  that  will  choose  the  men 
required  without  endlessly  wasting  the  time  and  morale  of 
thousands  who  will  never  be  required  and  for  whom  com- 
pulsory service  has  become  simply  a  meaningless  chore. 

A  genuinely  retaliatory  nuclear  force,  a  real  "Hmited 
war"  force,  professional  and  long-service,  like  the  police 
forces  of  our  cities,  seem  the  obvious  indications  for  the 
future.  What  about  "defense"?  Again,  reasonable  precau- 
tions must  undoubtedly  be  taken.  But  to  make  civil  de- 
fense (whether  active  or  passive)  into  a  military  weapon 
of  aggression  seems  to  pass  the  bounds  of  common  sense. 
The  great  nuclear  arsenals  exist  only  to  prevent  attack.  The 
degree  to  which  this  preventive  function  can  be  strength- 
ened by  digging  the  civilians  into  the  ground  and  preparing 
to  evacuate  our  "A  country"  (this  is  Herman  Kahn's  con- 
cept) into  a  cowering  existence  in  our  "B  country"  seems 
grossly  exaggerated.  The  reasonable  view  will  hope  that 
our  retaliatory  deterrent  will  in  fact  deter  and  will  plan 
no  further.  If  it  does  not  deter,  no  plans  will  amount  to 
much,  anyway,  and  none— certainly— will  operate  as  they 
are  supposed  to  do. 

A  "liberal"  military  policy  must  probably  be  constructed 
in  the  same  way  as  liberal  policy  in  any  other  field— by  as 
exact  and  realistic  an  analysis  as  possible  of  the  factors  con- 
cerned, and  thereafter  by  a  large  skepticism  as  to  all  pro- 
grammatic extremes,  an  understanding  that  all  human  his- 
tory is  fluid  and  unpredictable  and  that  the  moderate 
course,  even  if  illogical,  is  likely  to  turn  out  best  in  the 
end. 
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In  recent  years  "deterrence"  has  become  the  fundamental 
concept  in  all  oflBcial  proposals  for  the  protection  of  Ameri- 
can national  security.  At  the  same  time  thejre  has  developed 
more  and  more  disagreement  on  the  meaning  of  "deter- 
rence." In  the  last  several  months  we  have  attempted  to 
clarify  these  various  meanings,  to  spell  out  the  full  impHca- 
tions  of  the  sometimes  incoherent  proposals  of  various  de- 
fense experts,  and  to  assess  the  practical  worth  of  the  major 
alternatives  now  presented  by  various  spokesmen  in  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

In  addition  to  published  materials,  our  chief  sources  for 
the  various  opinions  expressed  have  been  interviews  with  a 
number  of  policy-making  officers  and  civilian  officials  in  the 
various  services,  in  the  Department  of  Defense  central 
organization,  and  in  other  government  agencies  involved  in 
the  problem,  such  as  the  Office  of  Civil  and  Defense  Mobili- 
zation. 

We  focused  on  such  questions  as  these:  what  kinds  of 
wars  does  the  Department  of  Defense  expect  to  deter?; 
what  weapons  systems  would  be  involved  in  various  meth- 
ods of  deterrence;  what  is  the  role  of  civil  defense,  as  a 
component  or  a  complement  of  particular  weapons  sys- 
tems, conceived  to  be?;  what  types  of  service  reorganiza- 
tion are  considered  necessary  to  support  any  given  notion 
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of  deterrence?;  and  whether  particular  branches  of  the 
services  of  particular  agencies  espoused  particular  versions 
of  deterrence.  We  also  tried  to  explore  the  varied  theoreti- 
cal explanations  of  how  the  psychology  of  deterrence 
would  operate. 

Finally,  after  examining  the  theories  themselves,  we 
have  examined  the  kinds  of  practical  action  the  Congress 
can  take  in  regard  to  them. 


THE  COUNTERFORCE  THEORY  OF  DETERRENCE 

A  number  of  oflBcers  and  administrators,  mainly  in  the 
Air  Force,  are  convinced  that  thermonuclear  war  is  pos- 
sible, conceivable,  acceptable,  and  that  it  will  be  "won"  or 
"lost"  in  the  classical  sense.  These  men  agree  that  it  would 
be  preferable  to  prevent  such  a  war  from  taking  place,  but 
they  think  the  only  effective  prevention  is  tlie  establish- 
ment of  a  force  capable  of  winning  such  a  war  and  accept- 
ing the  surrender  of  the  enemy.  Against  the  common  be- 
lief that  thermonuclear  war  is  inconceivable,  they  have 
tried  to  construct  a  rational  model  of  the  probable  course 
of  such  a  war— rational  in  the  literal  sense  that  they  expect 
the  highest  rationality  to  be  maintained  by  fighters  and 
governments  on  both  sides.  Counterforce  theorists  assume 
that  the  authorities  who  engage  in  thermonuclear  war  will, 
at  least,  attempt  to  restrict  as  far  as  possible  the  great 
damage  that  would  result  from  thermonuclear  war. 

This  group  conceives  that  war  might  come  in  one  of  two 
major  ways:  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc  might  launch  a  major 
atomic  strike  at  the  United  States;  alternatively,  the  bloc 
might  act  against  some  area  other  than  the  United  States 
in  such  an  intensely  provocative  way— for  example,  by  in- 
vading Western  Europe  or  Japan— that  the  United  States 
might  decide  to  make  a  first  atomic  strike^  against  the 
Communist  bloc. 

1  All  segments  of  the  Defense  Department  seem  to  assvime 
that  the  United  States  will  not  be  the  first  to  take  a  warlike  act. 
But  some  segments  would  want  a  Sino-Soviet  act  of  low-level 
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In  either  case  this  group  expects  the  action  of  the  United 
States  to  be  "counterforce"  action.  They  would  expect 
American  attack  to  be  directed  not  against  populations  or 
industry  but  against  the  atomic  capability  of  the  enemy. 
They  come  to  this  conclusion  through  two  alternative 
chains  of  reasoning.  One  hypothesis  is  that  if  the  enemy 
makes  a  sinrprise  attack  with  nuclear  weapons  his  first  tar- 
get would  be  American  atomic  forces.  An  American  coun- 
terattack directed  against  enemy  cities  would  be  suicidal, 
since  it  would  invite  enemy  retaliation  against  American 
cities  vidth  unscathed  atomic  forces.  Hence,  American 
atomic  forces  which  survive  the  initial  attack  should  be 
directed  at  enemy  atomic  capabihties,  in  the  hope  of  de- 
stroying them.  In  the  second  chain  of  reasoning,  the  United 
States  would  respond  to  a  major  provocation  by  attacking 
enemy  atomic  capabilities  with  thermonuclear  bombs.  Only 
in  this  way  would  there  be  hope  of  preventing  a  Soviet 
atomic  strike  against  our  cities,  on  the  theory  that  the  So- 
viets would  have  nothing  left  to  strike  back  with. 

The  counterforce  theorists  argue  that  both  United  States 
and  Soviet  atomic-striking  forces  are  sufficiently  remote 
from  population  centers;  in  consequence,  war  between 
THESE  atomic  forces  would  not  absolutely  destroy  the 
American  and  Russian  peoples.  These  theorists  estimate 
that  up  to  thirty  million  Americans  might  die  in  such  a 
war,  but  tliey  regard  this  as  an  acceptable  loss.  They  be- 
Heve  that  after  absorbing  such  a  blow  the  United  States  and 
Soviet  governments  would  still  be  able  to  act  by  rational 
calculation  in  attempts  to  minimize  destruction.  They  as- 
sume that  capitals  would  not  be  destroyed  nor  governments 
annihilated,  simply  because  such  annihilation  would  not 
be  to  the  advantage  of  the  attacking  power.  Both  sides, 
they  believe,  would  want  governments  left  intact  to  mini- 
mize conflict  and  simplify  surrender. 

war  ( such  as  conventionally  armed  invasion  or  even  subversion ) 
answered  by  a  high-level  American  act,  even  the  first  use  of 
nuclear  weapons. 

123 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

When  mobile  land  missiles  like  the  Minuteman  are  in 
operation  on  both  sides,  counterforce  theorists  recognize 
the  need  to  pin-point  the  atomic  forces  one  was  trying  to 
destroy;  therefore,  they  suggest  that  an  atomic  war  of  this 
nature  would  not  be  a  matter  of  mere  hours.  Protracted  air 
reconnaissance  would  be  necessary  to  hunt  down  and 
destroy  mobile  missiles.  During  this  period  civilian  popula- 
tions would  wait  (either  in  their  home  cities  or  in  specially 
prepared  underground  "city"  sites)  for  days  and  weeks 
while  thermonuclear  attacks  on  thermonuclear  forces  went 
on  around  them.  This  desperate  war  of  attrition  will  end 
when  the  nation  that  had  begun  with  the  larger,  more 
protected,  and  better-directed  atomic  force  has  some 
atomic-strike  capacity  left,  the  other  having  exhausted  its 
capacity.  The  nation  that  had  been  ahead  would  demand 
and  receive  the  surrender  of  the  other. 

In  the  event  of  a  major  Soviet  provocation  short  of  di- 
rect attack  on  the  United  States,  American  populations 
might  be  evacuated  to  previously  prepared  gigantic  shelter 
areas.  Such  evacuation  would  free  the  United  States  to  de- 
mand a  withdrawal  of  the  Soviet  provocative  act  on  pain 
of  atomic  attack  upon  the  Soviet  Union.  Thus,  whether  in 
their  cities  (theoretically  remote  from  the  missile  sites  and 
air  bases  that  would  be  the  focus  of  attack)  or  in  such 
mass  shelters,  American  populations  would  be  rescued 
from  annihilation. 

The  chief  weapons  systems  necessary  to  fight  such  a  war 
would  be  the  Strategic  Air  Command  (SAC)  with  its  B-70 
bombers,  the  Atlas  and  Titan  liquid-fuel  ICBMs,  and  the 
mobile  solid-fuel  Minuteman  ICBM— all  of  which  systems 
are  under  Air  Force  control.  In  addition,  to  complicate  the 
enemy's  problem  of  discovering  the  American  atomic- 
striking  force,  such  sea-based  systems  as  Polaris  would  be 
valuable  components  of  over-all  strategy.  But  because 
Polaris  missiles  are  too  small  to  destroy  enemy  missiles  in 
underground,  concrete  silos  and  more  diflficult  to  aim  ac- 
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curately,  the  Polaris  could  be  only  secondary  in  counter- 
force  strategy. 

Two  essential  elements  of  this  strategy  are  as  yet  un- 
developed. First,  we  are  several  years  away  from  an 
atomic-powered  plane  capable  of  the  hovering  reconnais- 
sance necessary  to  track  down  mobile  missile  sites.  Even 
more  difficult,  what  is  being  done  to  create  huge  under- 
ground cities  for  evacuation,  to  prepare  populations  for 
evacuation  and  for  underground  life,  to  build  in  our  cities 
ejBFective  anti-fallout  shelters?  These  last  would  be  neces- 
sary to  keep  casualties  below  the  thirty-milhon  level  while 
enemy  thermonuclear  bombs  and  missiles  were  dropping 
on  the  rockets  and  planes  based  in  the  United  States. 

Counterforce  theorists  feel  little  need  for  large  Army  and 
naval  forces  as  part  of  their  strategy.  Counterforce  strategy, 
through  its  threat  of  atomic  retaliation,  is  considered  a  suf- 
ficient deterrent  against  limited  war  initiated  by  the  enemy. 

The  counterforce  system  would  act  not  only  as  a  deter- 
rent to  such  minor  wars,  according  to  its  supporters,  but 
would  be  the  only  way  of  deterring  general  war.  In  many 
ways,  counterforce  theory  is  an  outgrowth  of  the  classic 
assumption  that  the  best  deterrent  to  enemy  attack  is  being 
strong  enough  both  to  live  through  the  attack  and  to  ac- 
cept the  enemy's  surrender.  Thus,  in  this  view,  "deterrence" 
is  the  building  of  an  overwhelming  force  capable  of  win- 
ning the  war  if  it  should  come  and  of  leaving  the  wiimer 
in  a  viable  position. 

Objections  to  the  Counterforce  Theory 

Major  objections  have  been  posed  to  this  whole  theory 
from  a  number  of  sources.  Many  of  these  objections  have 
come  from  the  two  armed  services  that  counterforce  theory 
would  downgrade— that  is,  the  Army  and  the  Navy.  These 
objections  have  been  directed,  first,  against  the  hypotheti- 
cal model  of  thermonuclear  war  devised  by  counterforce 
theorists  and,  second,  against  the  kind  of  American  society 
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that  would  result  from  acceptance  of  the  counterforce 
system. 

To  deal  first  with  the  imaginary  thermonuclear  war,  the 
possibility  of  actually  separating  atomic  forces  and  great 
populations  has  been  questioned.  Several  U.S.  bomber 
bases  are  near  cities.  It  seems  likely  that  such  situations 
as  now  exist  in  Tucson,  Arizona,  where  Titans  have  been 
built  close  to  the  city,  would  become  more  rather  than 
less  the  practice.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  Nike  bases 
presently  established  close  to  American  cities  would  have 
to  be  major  targets  for  atomic  destruction  if  air  reconnais- 
sance were  going  to  be  free  to  sniff  out  mobile  or  hardened 
missile  sites.  Thus  it  seems  likely  that  atomic  attack  would 
have  to  be  centered  on  targets  quite  close  to  our  major 
cities,  resulting  in  casualties  far  beyond  the  estimated  "ac- 
ceptable" thirty  million.  A  similar  pattern  is  likely  to  de- 
velop in  the  Soviet  Union,  thus  lessening  the  likelihood  that 
the  Soviets  could  accept  nuclear  attacks  on  nuclear-force 
targets  and  make  rational  and  controlled  responses.  If  even 
a  few  cities  are  destroyed  on  either  side,  it  is  unlikely  that 
the  return  fire  will  be  selectively  directed  against  military 
targets  only.  In  such  a  situation,  the  national  agony  would 
be  likely  to  demand  an  all-out  attack. 

Indeed,  such  a  war  might  easily  destroy  some  vital  link 
in  the  national  chain  of  command,  leaving  small  groups 
of  atomically  armed  forces  bewildered,  fearful,  and  free  to 
attack  at  will.  Such  disintegration  would  be  a  likely  result 
of  the  intense  pressure  of  continuous  atomic  attack  lasting 
several  weeks.  If  such  a  breakdown  occurred,  the  war 
would  not  be  fought  along  the  lines  of  counterforce  theory. 

The  feasibility  of  civil  defense  preparations  that  would 
fit  counterforce  theory  is  open  to  serious  question.  Aside 
from  the  problems  of  expense,  if  the  huge  underground 
city  shelters  proposed  were  built,  it  is  questionable  if  they 
would  be  usable.  For  example,  what  would  an  enemy  con- 
clude if  American  evacuation  to  such  shelters  were  or- 
dered? Might  he  not  expect  our  attack  and  therefore  attack 
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us  pre-emptively?  Or,  once  war  had  started,  would  he  ac- 
cept defeat  so  long  as  he  might  hope  people  in  such  shelters 
were  running  out  of  food  and  water  and  would  have  to 
emerge,  becoming  vulnerable  to  attack?  Such  questions 
point  up  the  impossibility  of  basing  counterforce  deterrence 
even  on  the  future  eflFectiveness  of  such  shelters,  let  alone 
the  unlikelihood  of  their  construction. 

The  Minuteman  missile,  on  which  much  of  the  counter- 
force  strategy  depends,  may  not  be  a  workable  weapon. 
The  special  conditions  necessary  for  the  long  railroad  trains 
that  support  Minutemen  can  be  found  only  in  the  West 
of  the  United  States,  where  there  are  so  few  railroad  tracks 
that  high  aerial  bursts  of  thermonuclear  weapons  in  a  pat- 
tern above  the  tracks  could  knock  all  the  Minutemen  in 
the  area  out  of  operation.  If  the  Minuteman  trains  were 
to  leave  the  scattered  tracks  of  the  West  in  order  to  travel 
the  complex  Eastern  railroad  systems,  they  would  be  more 
likely  to  approach  metropolitan  areas  and  thus  confuse  the 
vital  distinction  between  atomic  forces  and  civilian  popula- 
tions. 

It  seems  likely  that  as  mobile,  hardened,  or  secret  missile 
sites  proliferate  on  both  sides  it  will  become  more  and  more 
diflBcult  to  find  and  destroy  atomic  forces.  This  is  particu- 
larly true  of  the  American  capability  to  find  and  destroy 
Soviet  bases,  since  the  U.S.S.R.  exceeds  the  United  States 
both  in  secrecy  and  in  space.  Even  if  counterforce  strategy 
is  conceivable  in  some  sense  today,  it  may  not  be  possible 
ten  years  from  now. 

To  summarize  and  clarify  these  objections  to  the  feasi- 
bility of  counterforce  deterrence,  it  is  useful  to  look  closely 
at  the  concept  of  "rationality"  in  military  planning.  As  the 
United  States  builds  a  counterforce  system  that  is  more 
subtle,  more  hidden,  more  mobile,  the  temptation  increases 
for  an  enemy  to  make  an  overwhelming  and  undiscriminat- 
ing  attack.  Rationality  to  the  Soviets  might  dictate  the  use 
of  high-burst  pattern  bombing  to  destroy  the  entire  Ameri- 
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can  society;  otherwise,  some  of  the  American  striking  force 
might  escape. 

The  history  of  twentieth-century  war  suggests  that  as 
one  side  uses  its  armed  might  more  effectively,  the  other's 
reaction  is  to  strike  back  with  greater  strength.  We  know 
this  process  well  enough  to  have  called  it  "total  war";  there 
is  every  reason  to  believe  that  the  final  step  in  the  process 
would  result  from  applying  counterforce  theory.  A  serious 
look  at  what  each  side  would  consider  "rational"  thus 
shows  that  counterforce  deterrence  will  not  work  out  as 
counterforce  theorists  expect,  and  the  counterforce  war  is 
not  possible. 

Counterforce  strategy  has  been  attacked  as  not  only  im- 
possible of  practice  in  war  but  as  overwhelmingly  danger- 
ous to  the  preservation  of  peace.  If  both  sides  hope  to  be 
able  to  destroy  the  atomic  forces  of  the  other,  both  sides 
are  under  enormous  pressure  to  be  quick  on  the  trigger. 
Striking  at  empty  missile  pads  is  absurd;  split-second  cal- 
culations designed  to  outshoot  an  enemy  nation  may  lead 
to  madness. 

With  the  pressure  so  enormous  and  the  stake  so  high, 
there  can  be  little  doubt  that  each  side  would  be  forced  to 
attempt  to  pre-empt  the  other.  In  any  period  of  major  in- 
ternational crisis  the  fear  of  a  planned  attack  could  only 
lead  to  preparations  for  attack  which  might  be  strictly  de- 
fensive in  intent.  But  such  acts  of  self-defense  must  appear 
as  offensive  threats  to  the  other  side,  which  would  be 
forced  to  prepare  its  missiles.  The  sequence  would  lead  di- 
rectly to  hair-trigger  responses  and  could  scarcely  avoid 
leading  to  war.  The  chances  of  accidental  war  through 
some  remote  crisis  developing  into  a  larger  threat,  partial 
mobilization,  and  mutual  fears  of  attack  would  be  enor- 
mously increased. 

Accepting  counterforce  strategy  would  also  mean  ac- 
cepting an  arms  race  without  end.  More  and  more  mobile 
missiles,  more  and  more  underground  missiles— the  attempt 
to  achieve  ever  newer  counterforce  weapons  would  prevent 
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the  achievement  of  any  halt  in  the  arms  race.  The  system 
is  based  on  the  goal  of  having  the  larger  atomic  force  to  be- 
gin with,  so  as  to  have  more  left  after  attack.  Thus  neither 
side  can  ever  stop  adding  to  its  atomic-weapon  stockpile. 
The  costs  of  continued  stockpiling  and  of  the  search  for 
and  production  of  more  powerful  weapons  would  be  enor- 
mous both  in  human  terms  and  in  money  and  would 
extend  indefinitely  into  the  future.  The  costs  simply  of 
building  huge  underground  evacuation  centers  might  be 
expected  to  run  into  several  hundred  billion  dollars.  An 
American  society  that  would  become  accustomed  to  such 
evacuation  shelters,  to  recurrent  evacuations,  to  the  possi- 
bility that  whole  populations  would  cower  in  shelters  or  in 
cities  while  atomic  strikes  went  on  around  them,  and  to  the 
expectation  of  thirty  million  deaths,  would  to  free  men  be 
alien  and  unwanted,  even  unworthy  of  protection. 

In  fact,  counterforce  theorists  admit  privately  that  the 
United  States  might,  if  it  fell  behind  in  the  counterforce 
arms  race,  have  to  surrender  in  such  a  war  as  they  imagine. 
Since  they  seem  fully  to  expect  that  an  atomic  war  of  some 
sort  is  inevitable  if  the  United  States  were  to  fall  behind 
in  such  an  arms  race,  they  must  regard  as  an  important 
possibility  that  all  the  sacrifices  they  demand  in  money  and 
in  human  feelings  might  not  prevent  our  defeat. 

Counterforce  theory  thus  seems  to  be  bankrupt.  Its 
hypothetical  war  between  atomic  forces  is  so  improbable 
that  there  is  little  possibility  of  convincing  an  enemy  that 
preparations  for  such  a  war  are  a  credible  deterrent.  Even 
if  such  a  war  were  possible,  counterforce  strategy  seems 
more  likely  to  bring  it  on  than  to  prevent  it.  Far  from  de- 
terring, counterforce  strategy  might  press  both  antagonists 
toward  pre-emptive  attack.  Finally,  even  if  counterforce 
strategy  did  not  bring  about  the  war  it  is  intended  to  win, 
constructing  the  weapons  systems  and  shelters  to  support 
such  a  strategy  would  distort  the  free  society  we  are 
pledged  to  defend. 
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THE    COMBINED-DETERRENT    THEORY 

Some  American  oflBcers  and  administrators,  centered  in 
the  Army  and  the  Navy,  have  decided  that  "to  v^^in"  or  "to 
lose"  a  thermonuclear  war  is  inconceivable.  They  believe 
that  such  a  war  must  be  prevented  and  they  do  not  be- 
lieve that  preparing  to  fight  it  is  the  way  to  prevent  it. 
They  prefer  to  make  the  outbreak  of  such  a  war  as  un- 
hkely  as  possible  by  means  of  sharply  increasing  its  terror. 
The  result  of  such  planning  will,  hopefully,  be  the  elimina- 
tion of  all  but  the  old-fashioned,  conventional  wars,  for 
these  members  of  the  older  military  services  want  basically 
to  work  out  a  way  to  return  to  the  older  fashions  of  making 
war. 

This  theory  of  deterrence,  not  surprisingly,  is  based  on  a 
combination  of  the  particular  weapons  systems  and  skills  of 
the  Army  and  Navy.  For  the  theorists  of  this  combined  de- 
terrent the  first  question  is  how  to  make  thermonuclear 
war  sufficiently  terrible  that  it  cannot  and  will  not  be 
fought.  The  mission  of  accomplishing  this  ennoblement  of 
terror  belongs  to  the  Navy,  which  claims  to  have  developed 
an  "invulnerable  deterrent." 

It  is  the  Navy's  theory  that  if  both  the  United  States  and 
its  chief  enemies  have  great  masses  of  the  population  open 
to  atomic  attack  (in  a  sense  being  held  as  hostages)  and 
that  if  on  both  sides  the  forces  to  mount  such  an  attack 
are  themselves  invulnerable,  the  attack  will  never  be 
mounted.  The  theory  is  that  any  nation  which  under  such 
circumstances  struck  first  would  be  condemning  its  own 
population,  its  economy,  its  government,  its  very  existence 
to  death.  For  any  nuclear  attack  would  fail  to  destroy  its 
enemy's  invulnerable  capacity,  and  that  capacity  would 
then  be  used  to  destroy  its  own  cities. 

The  theorists  of  combined  deterrence  argue  that  the  ex- 
istence of  such  an  invulnerable  striking  force  would  bring 
all  the  pressure  of  hope  and  fear  to  bear  against  any  idea  of 
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a  first  atomic  strike.  They  thus  argue  that  the  invuhierable 
deterrent  with  vulnerable  populations  would  stabilize  the 
international  situation.  Instead  of  pressing  both  sides  to- 
ward a  pre-emptive  attack,  the  invulnerable  deteiTcnt 
would  press  both  sides  to  think  long  and  hard  before  at- 
tacking. 

In  addition,  the  argument  runs  that  this  situation  would 
constitute  a  plateau  in  the  arms  race.  It  is  suggested  that 
when  both  sides  reach  the  level  of  the  invulnerable  deter- 
rent they  can  tacitly  agree  to  arrest  the  arms  build-up 
while  they  attempt  to  negotiate  understanding  diflBculties. 
In  fact,  many  of  the  proponents  of  "arms  control"  are  look- 
ing to  the  establishment  of  this  state  of  afiFairs  as  an  end  in 
itself,  rather  than  as  a  way  station  on  the  road  to  disarma- 
ment. 

The  Navy  believes  that  the  "invulnerable  deterrent"  is  to 
be  found  in  its  Polaris  submarine,  driven  by  atomic  motors 
and  armed  with  thermonuclear  missiles.  The  argument 
runs  that  the  Polaris  can  cruise  the  oceans  of  the  earth  in 
secrecy,  ready  to  strike  but  with  every  incentive  not  to  do 
so  unless  the  United  States  is  struck  first.  By  its  very  separa- 
tion from  the  land  masses  and  population  centers  of 
America,  the  Polaris  would  avoid  attracting  an  attack 
against  the  continental  United  States.  For  such  an  attack 
would  have  no  purpose  if  it  left  the  Polaris  still  capable  of 
striking. 

The  Polaris  itself  is  not  believed  to  be  a  provocative 
weapon,  because  it  can  be  so  managed  as  to  be  incapable 
of  attacking  an  enemy's  atomic  force.  This  is  thought  to  be 
true  because  the  megatormage  of  the  Polaris  missile  is  too 
small  to  crack  through  hardened  missile  bases  or  to  kill  a 
hidden  base  with  a  near  miss.  Nor  is  the  Polaris,  launched 
at  sea  with  all  the  difficulties  of  precisely  accurate  aiming 
that  a  ship  encounters,  capable  of  direct  hits  on  mobile 
missiles.2  The  only  way  in  which  the  Polaris  could  be  made 

2  Some  Navy  men,  however,  in  arguing  their  case  to  Congress, 
claim  "pin-point  accuracy"  for  the  Polaris.  If  true,  tliis  claim 
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capable  of  a  counterforce  strike  would  be  to  mass  so  many 
explosions  in  the  territory  of  the  enemy  that  by  sheer  salvo 
technique  atomic  capability  would  be  destroyed.  Most 
Navy  theorists  believe  that  the  crucial  point  in  this  massing 
of  salvos  would  be  at  the  number  of  forty-five  Polaris  sub- 
marines. To  avoid  turning  the  Polaris  into  a  provocative 
counterforce  weapon  the  Navy  would  like  to  restrict  the 
number  of  its  Polaris  submarines  to  no  more  than  forty-five. 

As  the  Navy  realizes,  the  form  of  deterrence  based  on 
the  Polaris's  ability  to  kill  whole  cities  can  only  be  a  deter- 
rence of  all-out  thermonuclear  war.  If  an  enemy  were  to 
take  any  action  less  emphatic  than  a  thermonuclear  attack 
upon  the  United  States,  the  United  States  would  certainly 
hesitate  long  before  mounting  a  thermonuclear  attack  upon 
Soviet  cities.  For,  of  course,  so  long  as  our  cities  were  in- 
tact, they  would  serve  as  hostages  against  the  initiation  of 
such  an  attack  by  the  United  States. 

Theorists  of  the  invulnerable  deterrent  therefore  have  to 
propose  some  way  in  which  lesser  provocations  than  all-out 
war  can  be  deterred.  It  is  in  this  context  that  the  Army 
and  Navy  feel  that  what  is  necessary  is  a  combination  of 
deterrents.  For  major  provocations  less  than  all-out  war, 
and  in  fact  for  minor  provocations  as  well,  the  Army  and 
Navy  look  to  tactical  forces  as  the  chief  deterrent. 

Such  major  provocations  might  be  invasion  of  Western 
Europe  by  the  Soviet  Union  or  of  Southeast  Asia  or  Japan 
by  Communist  China.  The  question  would  be  how  to  throw 
back  such  an  attack  without  involving  the  world  in  a 
thermonuclear  war. 

The  theorists  of  the  combined  deterrent  argue  that  the 
answer  to  this  question  is  modernized  ability  to  fight  on 
the  fringes  of  the  Communist  world.  They  believe  that  if 
the  United  States  and  its  allies  have  such  ability,  it  will 
act  as  a  deterrent  and  will  never  have  to  be  used;  in  other 
words,  this  kind  of  war  can  be  won  or  lost  and  the  way  to 

would  gravely  weaken  the  argument  that  Polaris  is  not  pro- 
vocative. 
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prevent  it  is  to  prepare  to  win  it.  War  may  still  be  "a 
continuation  of  politics  by  other  means,"  but  only  if  the 
chances  of  a  thermonuclear  war  are  eliminated  by  balance- 
of -terror  techniques. 

The  Army  and  the  Navy  believe  that  the  old-fashioned 
foot  soldier  and  fleet  are  the  keys  to  deterrence,  provided 
that  infantry  and  naval  equipment  are  modernized.  Two 
important  factors  compel  such  modernization:  first,  com- 
pared with  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc,  the  United  States  and  its 
allies  are  short  on  men  but  long  on  machines;  second,  the 
West  must  defend  a  far-flung  frontier  on  which  tactical  at- 
tack might  come  at  any  place  and  at  any  moment.  In 
consequence,  the  mobility  and  the  fire  power  of  Western 
tactical  forces  should  be  increased;  and,  if  possible,  their 
numbers  should  be  increased  as  well.  On  the  question  of 
mobility  and  numbers,  there  is  general  agreement  on  the 
need  for  an  air-lift  capability  that  could  transport  within 
hours  sizable  forces  of  infantrymen  to  any  part  of  the 
world. 

Sizable  fleets,  floating  off  the  shores  of  critical  areas, 
must  also  be  ready  to  land  American  marines  at  short  no- 
tice. Finally,  every  attempt  should  be  made  to  increase 
the  numbers  of  allied  soldiers  available  to  integrated  West- 
ern commands;  hence,  emphasis  on  the  need  for  a  strong 
German  army  and  for  increased  mihtary  subsidies  to  na- 
tions on  the  Communist  periphery  that  cannot  afford  to 
build  up  their  own  armies. 

Both  the  Army  and  Navy  believe  that  increased  tactical 
readiness  will  not  only  deter  actual  military  invasion  by 
Sino-Soviet  forces  but  that  it  could  check  internal  subver- 
sion and  revolution.  For  the  presence  of  the  fleet  "showing 
the  flag"  all  across  the  globe,  the  availability  of  air-lifted 
infantrymen,  and  the  existence  of  powerful  indigenous 
armies,  all  are  thought  to  work  against  the  possibility  of 
internal  Communist  revolutions.  The  three  techniques  of 
intervention  to  stop  invasion,  intervention  to  halt  subver- 
sion, and  aid  to  strengthen  an  indigenous  army  against 
either  subversion  or  invasion  were  exemplified  by  American 
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action  in  Korea,  Lebanon,  and  Greece.  In  each  of  these 
cases  the  Army  and  Navy  believe  that  they  frustrated  the 
Communists'  immediate  plans  and,  by  demonstrating 
American  military  capacity,  reduced  the  prospects  of  sim- 
ilar Communist  expansion  elsewhere. 

The  one  issue  in  which  there  is  considerable  disagree- 
ment among  theorists  of  the  combined  deterrent  concerns 
increased  fire  power  for  tactical  forces.  Some  argue  that 
because  the  West  can  never,  despite  mobility  and  militaiy 
aid,  match  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc  in  numbers  of  available 
soldiers,  the  West's  presumed  technological  superiority 
must  fill  the  gap.  Atomic,  chemical,  or  bacteriological 
weapons  must  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  Western  armies  to 
be  used  against  "hordes"  of  Sino-Soviet  invaders.  Unless 
this  is  done,  they  believe  that  Soviet  expansion  cannot  be 
checked.  On  the  other  hand,  some  combined-deterrent 
theorists  believe  that  atomic,  chemical,  and  bacteriological 
weapons  could  only  spread  tactical  war  into  general  war. 
These  men  argue  that  the  only  observable  limits  are  de- 
fined by  the  so-called  conventional  weapons,  that  once  be- 
yond this  limit  there  is  no  way  of  stopping  one  side  or  the 
other  from  employing  still  more  powerful  weapons  up  to 
and  including  the  H-bomb. 

But  with  this  exception  on  the  question  of  fire  power, 
theorists  of  the  combined  deterrent  are  agreed  on  their  sys- 
tem. They  believe  it  can  prevent  the  thermonuclear  war 
that  they  believe  is  absolutely  unacceptable  to  mankind. 
They  also  believe  it  can  probably  prevent  both  tactical 
wars  and  internal  subversion.  Even  if  it  fails  to  prevent 
them,  it  can  make  possible  American  or  Western  victory  in 
such  situations. 


Objections  to  the  Combined-Deterrent  Theory 

To  this  whole  theory,  as  to  counterforce  theory,  there 
have  been  many  objections  on  various  levels.  Again,  some 
of  the  objections  question  the  possibility  of  building  a 
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credible  deterrent  along  these  lines  and,  again,  some  of  the 
objections  dispute  the  behef  that  a  society  and  interna- 
tional order  based  on  such  a  deterrent  would  be  stable  or 
tolerable. 

The  question  of  military  possibiHty  rests  squarely  on  the 
alleged  "invulnerability"  of  the  Polaris  submarine,  but  the 
invulnerability  of  the  present  Polaris  even  against  existing 
methods  of  anti-submarine  warfare  has  been  seriously 
questioned.  The  Polaris  missile  has  an  efiFective  range  of 
some  1500  miles.  Most  Russian  cities  are  so  far  from  navi- 
gable oceans  that,  to  be  capable  of  hitting  them,  the  Polaris 
submarine  must  circle  quite  close  to  Communist  coasts.  It 
cannot  literally  "hide  beneath  the  oceans,"  because  only  a 
fraction  of  the  world's  oceans  are  within  striking  distance. 
If  this  were  all,  the  protection  of  the  seas  might  be  suffi- 
cient; but  should  the  submarine  laimch  one  of  its  missiles, 
its  position  would  immediately  be  revealed  to  enemy  air- 
craft. It  is  possible  that  the  submarine  could  be  destroyed 
before  firing  more  than  one  or  two  of  its  sixteen  missiles. 

Refinements  of  the  Polaris  may,  of  course,  add  to  its 
range  and  to  its  ability  of  self-concealment,  but  there  will 
undoubtedly  also  be  refinements  in  the  techniques  of  anti- 
submarine warfare.  The  Polaris  system  is  not  a  technologi- 
cal plateau.  To  be  a  credible  deterrent  it  must  be  improved, 
and  this  improvement  will  undoubtedly  call  forth  improve- 
ments in  anti-Polaris  systems.  This  "invulnerable"  deterrent 
cannot  stand  still;  it  cannot  halt  the  arms  race.  It  can  only 
give  rise  to  a  slightly  diflFerent  kind  of  arms  race  in  which 
first  anti-submarine  warfare  and  later  the  anti-missile  mis- 
sile would  be  the  chief  direction  of  arms  improvements. 

By  its  nature  the  Polaris  would  add  to,  rather  than  re- 
duce, one  of  the  major  problems  of  efiFective  deterrence. 
That  problem  is  the  so-called  "Nth-country  question."  Si- 
lent underneath  the  ocean,  the  Polaris  submarine  is  un- 
identifiable. If  a  Polaris-type  missile  is  fired  against  a  city, 
no  one  can  know  for  sure  who  fired  it.  If  nuclear  tech- 
nology proliferates  across  the  world  v^th  the  jresult  that 
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many  nations  can  build  atomic  submarines,  no  one  will 
ever  be  sure  what  nation  might  deliver  or  might  even  have 
delivered  a  thermonuclear  blow.  If  nuclear  knowledge 
spreads,  it  might  even  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  United  States  to  clear  all  atomically  armed 
and  atomically  powered  submarines  from  the  sea,  so  as  to 
prevent  a  case  of  mistaken  identity  or  disguised  attack. 
This  view  shows  the  difficulty  of  using  the  Polaris  in  the 
approaching  situation  when  much  of  the  world  will  have 
atomic  weapons.^ 

In  addition  to  these  criticisms  of  the  feasibility  of  using 
the  Polaris  as  a  deterrent,  there  have  been  criticisms  of  its 
moral  and  political  implications.  Air  Force  theorists  in 
particular  have  pointed  to  what  they  call  the  absolute  im- 
morality of  planning  the  total  destruction  of  civilian  popu- 
lations, compared  with  their  own  acceptance  of  a  "limited" 
war  bringing  only  thirty  million  deaths.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  if  the  Polaris  deterrent  were  to  fail,  the  result  would  be 
a  universal  holocaust. 

Finally,  Polaris  has  been  criticized  because  of  the  im- 
possibihty  of  continued  governmental  control  over  the  acts 
of  the  submarine  commander.  Since  the  Polaris  has  to  be 
free  to  act  if  governmental  centers  are  destroyed— other- 
wise, in  case  of  the  assumed  enemy  first  strike  there  would 
be  no  way  for  it  to  act  at  all— there  is  no  sure  way  to  pre- 
vent independent  action  by  Polaris  crews,  even  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  first  strike.  While  an  American  submarine  crew, 
fearful  of  retaliation  against  their  homeland,  would  be  un- 
likely to  take  such  independent  action,  the  crews  of  some 
lesser  power  might  seek  to  upset  the  world  balance  by 

3  Another  curious  ramification  of  the  Nth-country  problem 
could  develop  from  the  Polaris  strategy.  By  nature  the  Polaris 
must  be  ready  to  fire  if  communication  with  the  mainland  is 
cut  off.  But  if  communication  is  cut  off,  how  can  the  submarine 
be  told  on  whom  to  fire?  Might  it  fire  on  the  wrong  country,  or 
even  fire  thinking  war  had  begun  when  there  was  only  a  com- 
munications failure? 
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means  of  provoking  an  all-out  war.  But  even  in  ships  of 
the  major  powers  the  chance  of  an  irresponsible  or  irra- 
tional attack  should  by  no  means  be  ruled  out. 

The  other  element  of  the  combined  deterrent,  "tactical 
readiness,"  has  also  been  severely  criticized.  The  criticisms 
directed  against  the  high  fire-power  wing  of  theorists  have 
already  been  described.  High  fire  power  in  terms  of  atomic, 
chemical,  or  biological  weaponry  is  clearly  capable  of  lead- 
ing upward  into  a  thermonuclear  war.  Certainly  few  pow- 
ers would  want  atomic  or  biological  wars  fought  over  their 
territory  and  they  would  be  likely  to  respond  to  such 
weapons  by  pressing  for  the  use  of  thermonuclear  weapons 
in  their  ovm  defense. 

But  many  who  fear  that  such  escalation  would  result 
from  unconventionally  armed  tactical  forces  are  also  con- 
vinced that  in  sheer  numbers  the  West  can  scarcely  cope 
with  Sino-Soviet  capacities.  The  costs,  both  human  and 
economic,  of  universal  and  lengthy  military  conscription 
would  be  extremely  hard  to  bear,  especially  if  no  end  to 
the  struggle  can  be  imagined. 

The  limited-war  lessons  that  matter  most  are  those 
which  can  be  drawn  from  Korea  and  Algeria;  and  the 
lessons  apply  both  for  the  domestic  reactions  to  such  wars 
and  the  results  in  the  countries  defended.  Both  the  United 
States  and  France,  during  each  of  these  prolonged  and 
stalemated  wars,  experienced  great  difiiculty  in  limiting  the 
theater  of  the  war  and  in  preserving  their  civil  liberties. 
Demands  either  to  abandon  the  war  or  to  expand  it  were 
enormous  in  each  case.  Pressures  that  in  the  United  States 
showed  up  as  a  nightmare  episode  of  attack  on  civil  liber- 
ties, in  France  developed  into  an  actual  overthrow  of  the 
republic.  Thus  the  effects  at  home  of  future  involvements 
in  limited  wars  are  not  to  be  dismissed  lightly. 

In  other  countries  the  effects  of  limited  wars  would  be 
equally  unhappy.  Constant  readiness  to  use  military  force 
against  invasions  or  revolutions  thought  to  be  Communist- 
directed  will  not  prevent  such  violence,  for  its  causes  are 
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far  deeper  than  Communist  manipulation.  The  poHtical, 
economic,  and  social  origins  of  unrest  in  Africa,  Asia,  and 
Latin  America  cannot  be  eliminated  by  Western  armies. 
Such  armies  can  only  ally  themselves  with  privileged  mi- 
norities who  are  interested  in  maintaining  the  status  quo 
of  poverty  and  ignorance,  trying  to  hold  down  or  hold  back 
the  violence  bom  of  desperation.  Thus  the  policy  of  large 
Western  armies  would  not  only  weaken  the  West  but  tend 
to  frustrate  the  necessary  development  of  the  hungry 
nations. 

The  substitution  of  Western-aided  native  "anti-Commu- 
nist" armies  in  the  hungry  nations  for  actual  Western 
armies  meets  the  same  objections.  Massive  military  aid  to 
such  nations  distorts  their  economies  and  interferes  with 
orderly  economic  and  social  growth.  In  fact,  heavy  military 
aid  to  such  countries  and  heavy  support  for  the  military 
classes  in  such  countries  often  intensify  discontent  and  rev- 
olution. Such  internal  rebellions  are  frequently  deflected 
by  undiscriminating  Western  opposition  to  social  change 
into  an  alliance  with  the  Communist  bloc.  In  some  nations 
(such  as  Cuba)  we  have  already  seen  the  disturbing  ef- 
fect of  such  a  series  of  events.  In  others  it  may  be  possible 
for  continued  military  aid  to  the  ruling  groups  to  suppress 
any  upheavals;  but  the  upheavals  will  not  end,  and  insta- 
bility will  become  a  chronic  factor  in  precisely  the  places 
where  stable  allies  are  most  hoped  for. 

The  notion  of  the  combined  deterrent  thus  seems  to  be 
only  a  temporary  expedient.  The  "invulnerable"  deterrent 
seems  impossible  to  make  permanently  invulnerable,  and 
hence  it  will  not  be  permanently  credible.  Large-scale  mili- 
tary conscription  and  tactical  readiness  would  place  such 
a  strain  upon  the  economies  and  the  political  systems  both 
of  developed  and  underdeveloped  countries  that  it  seems 
an  unwise  goal.  The  combined  deterrent  also  seems  likely 
to  increase  the  chances  of  Nth-country  attack  and  of  in- 
ternal subversion  and  chronic  instability  in  the  poor  coun- 
tries. The  plateau  promised  by  the  theorists  of  the  com- 
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bined  deterrent  is  illusory.  Though  adopting  the  theory 
might  give  the  great  powers  a  few  additional  years  to  think 
out  new  solutions,  the  combined  deterrent  promises  no  per- 
manent "arms  contiol"  and  is  in  itself  no  goal  for  achiev- 
ing peace. 


THE    THEORIES    CONFOUNDED 

Although  we  have  discussed  the  major  arguments  for 
and  against  each  of  the  central  theories  of  deterrence,  there 
remain  some  general  considerations  to  be  raised  on  the  na- 
ture of  deterrence  and  the  nature  of  the  kinds  of  deterrence 
so  far  discussed.  Among  these  is  the  difficulty  of  distin- 
guishing operationally  between  "counterforce"  and  "com- 
bined-deterrent" strategies. 

The  blurring  of  the  two  strategies  has  been  dignified  as 
a  theory  by  some  elements  of  the  Defense  Department  and 
labeled  the  "mix,"  or  the  "middle  course."  It  is  now  almost 
automatic  even  among  those  who  believe  in  the  combined 
deterrent  to  say  that  there  should  be  a  "mix"  of  weapons 
and  strategies  available  to  the  United  States.  In  fact,  the 
services  in  which  the  combined-deterrent  theory  is  domi- 
nant (the  Army  and  Navy)  say  specifically  that  they  do 
not  hope  or  intend  to  eliminate  the  weapons  systems  that 
fit  into  a  counterforce  strategy.  In  other  words,  the  Titan, 
Minuteman,  the  B-70  are  all  to  continue  to  exist  alongside 
the  Polaris  and  a  limited-war  capability.  This  position  is 
politically  inescapable  for  the  various  services,  since  each 
fears  it  would  hurt  only  itself  by  attacking  the  institution- 
alized prerogatives,  industrial  allies,  and  political  support- 
ers of  the  others.  But  the  position  is  rationalized  on  the 
basis  that  the  United  States  must  be  ready  for  whatever 
kind  of  war  the  enemy  initiates— must,  in  short,  be  ready 
to  fight  either  a  counterforce  or  counterpopulation  war. 

Yet  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  potential  enemy  would 
view  the  American  military  system  as  a  whole.  He  would 
doubt  that  a  combined-deterrent  policy  had  been  clearly 
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adopted,  if  weapons  systems  alien  to  such  a  policy  were 
continued.  In  such  a  situation  the  advantages  claimed  for 
the  combined  deterrent— stability  during  a  crisis— would 
not  exist.  So  there  is  no  point  to  choosing  the  combined 
deterrent,  no  chance  of  reaping  the  advantages  claimed 
for  such  a  system,  unless  the  United  States  eliminates 
weapons  that  do  not  fit  that  concept— that  is,  scraps  most 
of  the  Air  Force.  No  such  intention  seems  to  exist  either 
in  the  Department  of  Defense  or  in  the  Congress,  and  cer- 
tainly not  in  the  missile  industry. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  United  States  chooses  counter- 
force  theory,  it  must  eliminate  all  semblance  of  city-busting 
techniques.  For  if,  in  addition  to  counterforce  weapons,  we 
insist  on  building  weapons  that  can  only  be  used  effec- 
tively against  populations  rather  than  forces,  we  will  make 
impossible  the  development  of  a  war  according  to  counter- 
force  theories.  If  the  enemy  watches  us  building  a  force 
(for  example,  Polaris)  that  is  obviously  intended  for  use 
against  cities  because  it  would  be  of  little  use  against 
atomic-striking  forces,  they  could  only  conclude  that  the 
intention  was  to  strike  against  both  cities  and  forces.  Once 
that  conclusion  is  fixed  in  the  mind  of  a  potential  enemy 
the  rational  calculations  will  be  different  from  those  the 
counterforce  theorists  assume.  Assuming  that  it  must  fore- 
stall a  general  attack,  the  only  rational  action  open  to  an 
enemy  is  to  attack  our  capital,  leadership,  population, 
economy,  and  industry  as  well  as  our  atomic  force.  Thus 
the  war  would  not  develop  in  the  rational  ways  counter- 
force  theorists  propose.  If  counterforce  theory  is  to  be 
adopted,  weapons  like  Polaris  must  be  scrapped. 

Furthermore,  ff  an  enemy  is  to  believe  that  the  United 
States  will  respond  to  major  conventionally  armed  provoca- 
tions (such  as  an  attack  on  Europe)  with  an  atomic  strike 
it  seems  necessary  to  scrap  our  own  limited-war  capabili- 
ties; otherwise,  the  enemy  will  not  be  convinced  that  we 
really  mean  to  use  the  atomic  strike.  Pure  counterforce 
theory  means  that  most  of  the  Army  and  Navy  would  have 
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to  be  scrapped,  just  as  pure  combined-deterrent  theory 
would  mean  that  most  of  the  Air  Force  would  have  to  be 
scrapped. 

An  exclusive  commitment  would  have  to  be  made  to  one 
of  these  theories  for  either  of  them  to  be  behevable.  But 
the  United  States  is  such  a  rich  country  that,  instead  of 
making  hard  choices  between  costly  alternatives,  we  try 
to  build  everything  we  think  of.  If  that  pattern  of  the 
past  is  to  be  continued,  then  attempts  to  argue  for  either 
the  counterforce  or  the  invulnerable-deterrent  strategy  are 
meaningless. 

Confusion  in  an  enemy's  mind  between  counterforce  and 
combined-deterrent  strategy  could  be  brought  about  in  an- 
other way.  Even  if  our  choice  were  made  in  favor  of  a 
combined-deterrent  strategy,  there  is  a  limit  to  the  size  of 
the  invulnerable-weapon  system  that  could  be  built  if  the 
system  were  not  to  look  like  a  more  subtle  counterforce 
weapon.  For  example,  the  Navy  theorists  suggest  that  if 
we  build  more  than  forty -five  Polaris  submarines,  that 
force  would  no  longer  appear  to  the  Soviets  like  a  second- 
strike,  deterrent-only  weapon  system;  more  than  forty- 
five  atomic  submarines  would  suggest  that  a  saturation- 
bombing  technique  was  to  be  used.  The  "value"  of  having 
a  not  too  accurate,  not  too  powerful  missile  would  disap- 
pear if  salvos  of  such  missiles  were  to  be  massed.  Such  a 
massing  could  turn  the  Polaris  into  a  counterforce  weapon, 
and  therefore  the  building  of  a  huge  fleet  of  Polarises 
would  seem  to  be  an  adoption  of  counterforce  strategy. 
This  limit  is  understood  by  the  Navy  men,  but  they  do  not 
generalize  this  concept  to  apply  to  the  multiplication  of 
weapons  systems.  If  only  forty-five  Polarises  are  built,  and 
a  Minuteman  intended  as  an  "invulnerable"  deterrent  is 
also  built,  and  a  series  of  similar  invulnerable  deterrents 
are  built  in  addition,  the  resulting  mix  of  weapons  systems 
will  scarcely  seem  to  fit  the  combined-deterrent  theory. 
Thus,  again  the  potentiaHties  of  American  wealth  could 
turn  what  seems  to  be  a  choice  of  a  particular  strategy 
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into  a  confusion  between  the  two  strategies.  But  this  view 
is  httle  understood  in  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
seems  scarcely  hkely  of  acceptance  by  the  pohtical  forces 
that  would  determine  budget  and  basic  plans. 

Finally,  there  is  a  third  way  in  which  a  confusion  be- 
tween the  two  strategies  could  arise:  if  the  invulnerable 
deterrent,  even  in  its  most  carefully  limited  form,  and 
alongside  it  a  major  civil  defense  shelter  program,  were  to 
be  built.  The  theory  of  the  invulnerable  deterrent  works 
only  if  populations  are  vulnerable  and  forces  are  invulner- 
able. If  either  the  Soviet  Union  or  the  United  States  were 
to  give  a  clear  indication  of  an  all-out  program  of  shelter 
building,  the  assumption  on  the  other  side  could  reason- 
ably be  that  a  city-busting  attack  was  expected  and  was 
being  guarded  against.  Such  an  attack  would  only  be  ex- 
pected, according  to  combined-deterrent  theory,  in  retalia- 
tion for  an  attack  by  one's  own  forces  against  cities.  By 
these  assumptions,  the  reason  to  guard  against  such  an 
attack  would  be  to  free  one's  invulnerable  deterrent  to 
make  a  first  strike  against  the  cities  of  one's  opponent. 

A  shelter-building  program  on  either  side  would  there- 
fore contribute  greatly  to  the  instability  that  the  invulner- 
able deterrent  is  supposed  to  alleviate.  It  would  raise  the 
specter  that  the  deterrent  was  to  be  used  for  a  first  strike 
and  would  force  the  opponent  into  developing  a  counter- 
force  strategy.  Unlike  the  other  two  confusions  discussed 
above,  this  one  does  not  seem  as  yet  built  into  the  political 
structure  and  assumptions  of  the  United  States.  No  com- 
mitment has  yet  been  made  here  to  an  all-out  shelter 
building  program.  But  it  is  noteworthy  that  no  service,  not 
even  the  combined-deterrent  theorists  of  the  Army  and 
Navy,  is  willing  to  suggest  that  civil  defense  be  abandoned, 
to  uphold  the  purity  of  the  combined-deterrent  theory.  So 
long  as  even  the  present  ineffective  civil  defense  is  con- 
tinued, notions  of  a  commitment  to  an  all-out  shelter  pro- 
gram will  endure^  Such  a  commitment  would  have  to  be 
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prevented  for  the  future,  if  the  United  States  decided  to 
adopt  the  invulnerable-deterrent  strategy. 

We  have  discussed  the  ways  in  which  the  United  States 
refuses  to  choose  between  the  two  major  strategies  and 
thereby  may  bring  about  the  worst  aspects  of  each.  Neither 
from  this  confused  "mix"  nor  from  either  pure  theory  can 
we  expect  a  halt  to  the  arms  race.  Instead,  we  believe  that 
present  military  strategies  would  result  in  a  rising  cre- 
scendo of  destructive  capacity— a  crescendo  in  which  there 
would  be  plateaus,  but  only  plateaus  like  the  steps  of  an 
escalator  that  quickly  and  insensibly  merge  into  the  next 
step  up. 

We  suggest  that  there  would  develop,  indefinitely  into 
the  future,  a  rising  series  of  alternations.  First  there  would 
be  a  period  of  high  instability  tied  to  a  counterforce  strat- 
egy. Then,  as  one  side  or  the  other  caught  up  in  the  tech- 
niques of  making  its  weapons  invulnerable,  there  would 
be  a  period  of  moderate  stability  and  the  dominance  of 
combined-deterrent  strategies.  During  this  period  research 
would  continue  in  ways  to  nullify  invulnerability.  At  our 
present  weapons  level,  for  example,  this  would  mean  the 
development  of  anti-submarine  warfare  and  anti-missile 
missiles  and  reconnaissance  satellites.  When  one  side  or  the 
other  had  achieved  a  break-through  in  one  of  these  tech- 
niques, a  new  period  of  extremely  high  instability  would 
result,  and  again  the  counterforce  theorists  would  domi- 
nate. But  in  the  second  period  the  destructiveness  of  the 
weapons,  the  hostilities  of  the  peoples,  the  speed  of  reac- 
tion would  all  have  been  heightened. 

Thus  it  is  clear  that  the  "stability"  proposed  by  the 
combined-deterrent  theorists  and  the  rationality  proposed 
by  the  counterforce  theorists  are  only  true  on  a  superficial 
level.  Short-run  stability  would  lead  to  long-run  increases 
in  the  chances  of  war.  Short-run  rationality  would  only 
accomplish  its  own  replacement  by  an  irrational  spiral. 

For  these  reasons  it  seems  extremely  unlikely  that  either 
form  of  deterrence  that  we  have  discussed,  whether  in  its 
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pure  form  or  in  mixture  with  the  other,  can  accomplish 
the  ends  that  are  claimed  for  it.  In  addition,  there  seems 
to  be  some  evidence  that  such  theories  of  deterrence  as 
those  discussed  do  not  apply  when  deterrence  is  most 
needed— at  the  height  of  an  extreme  and  vital  international 
crisis.  At  such  times  deterrence  disappears— not  because  the 
weapons  systems  cease  to  exist,  but  because  their  psycho- 
logical impact  upon  the  opposing  nations  disappears. 

Deterrence  can  operate  only  in  the  minds  of  leaders  of 
the  nations  deterred.  There  is  evidence  that  under  condi- 
tions of  extreme  and  growing  tension  the  major  decision- 
makers in  every  great  power  become  unable  to  pay  atten- 
tion to  the  warnings,  the  threats,  the  deterrents  of  their 
potential  enemies.  Such  a  development  took  place  in  sum- 
mer 1914  when  the  Allies  and  Central  Powers  tried,  by 
mobilizing  their  full  strength,  to  deter  each  other  from  go- 
ing to  war.  But  in  1914  the  only  information  that  oflRcials 
had  time  and  energy  to  accept  was  the  information  about 
their  own  nation's  capabilities  and  preparations.  When  at- 
tention could  no  longer  be  fixed  on  the  threat  of  retaliation, 
deterrence  failed.  In  neither  of  the  views  of  deterrence 
presently  held  by  American  military  experts  is  there  any 
realization  of  the  necessity  to  deal  with  this  problem  of 
the  height  of  crisis.  Still  less  is  there  any  proposal  for  a 
deterrent  that  would  work  in  such  conditions. 

From  discussions  with  policy-makers  in  the  Pentagon  it 
is  clear  that  there  has  been  no  adequate  exploration  of 
the  nature  of  deterrence.  The  inadequacy  is  traceable 
partly  to  the  rigid  quasi-scientism  of  strategists  who  have 
attempted  to  plot  undeviating  results  from  particular  ac- 
tions. The  complexity  of  the  hour-to-hour  decisions  may 
result  in  any  of  the  myriad  failures  of  theory  that  we  have 
here  detailed.  But  to  the  theorists  who  have  worked  out 
these  strategies,  human  decision-making  seems  a  one-track 
operation.  The  strategists  have  further  failed  to  examine 
the  non-military  factors— economic,  propaganda,  psycho- 
logical, among  others— that  will  condition  the  responses  to 
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any  military  strategy.  An  adequate  theory  of  deterrence 
must  be  far  richer  and  more  flexible— must  take  in  many 
more  factors  and  allow  many  more  deviations  from  ex- 
pectations. 

The  inadequacy  of  present  deterrent  theory  may  also  be 
traced  partly  to  a  basic  misconception  of  deterrence  in  the 
international  field.  Deterrence  as  a  military,  international 
concept  claims  its  roots  in  the  notion  of  the  internal  police 
force  as  deterrent  against  crime.  But  the  basic  assumption 
of  the  police  force  as  deterrent  does  not  exist  in  interna- 
tional relations.  In  the  world  at  large  the  situation  is  analo- 
gous to  what  has  been  happening  in  the  Congo.  Police 
forces  exist  in  the  Congo,  but  they  do  not  deter  violence 
because  they  do  not  act  under  agreed  sanctions,  under  one 
eflFective  national  law.  The  police  force  in  this  context  is 
provocative  rather  than  stabilizing.  Similarly,  in  the  world 
at  large,  armed  forces  acting  in  the  absence  of  interna- 
tionally agreed  law  can  only  be  provocative,  no  matter 
what  theory  of  deterrence  they  are  seeking  to  carry  out. 

For  accurate  and  adequate  notions  of  what  deterrence 
can  mean  we  must  consider  the  eflFective  deterrent  achieved 
by  a  police  force  under  law.  From  this  analogy  it  would 
seem  that  only  international  arrangements  for  eflFective 
arms  reductions  and  control  leading  to  disarmament  could 
be  an  eflFective  deterrent.  Once  laws  against  national  arma- 
ments have  been  promulgated  and  eflFective  police  forces 
to  enforce  such  laws  have  been  established,  then  deterrence 
as  municipal  policemen  now  practice  it  can  come  into 
being. 

It  is  essential  to  examine  the  conditions  under  which 
such  a  result  can  be  achieved.  An  international  agreement 
eflFectively  policed  can  conceivably  deter  any  would-be  ag- 
gressor. An  international  police  force  does  not  have  to  be 
all-powerful  to  be  eflFective;  it  is  the  probability  of  dis- 
covery and  punishment  that  restrains  criminal  action.  Any 
national  leader  who  attempted  to  breach  an  international 
disarmament  agreement  would  have  to  face  an  interna- 
ls 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

tional  police  force  supported  by  world  opinion.  It  seems 
to  us  that  only  in  this  way  could  the  theory  of  deterrence 
be  adequately  reconciled  with  the  facts  of  international 
military  and  technological  life. 

Often  it  is  argued  against  the  chances  of  effective  dis- 
armament that  the  West  cannot  "ti-ust"  the  Soviets  to  keep 
their  agreements,  and  that  the  risks  of  "cheating"  would 
be  too  high.  It  is  important  to  remember  that  counterforce 
and  combined-deterrent  theory  both  put  enormous  "trust" 
in  the  Soviets.  Both  theories  trust  the  Soviets  to  react  "ra- 
tionally"—that  is,  as  our  theorists  want  them  to  act— to  con- 
trol their  own  reactions,  and  to  abide  the  arms  race  without 
growing  impatient,  unstable,  or  irrational.  The  irony  of 
the  cold  war  is  that  we  think  of  the  Communists  as  irra- 
tional for  having  started  it,  and  yet  trust  them  to  act  in  a 
rational  manner  in  prosecuting  it.  As  we  have  shown,  the 
risks  of  such  trust  are  enormous,  for  either  by  accident  or 
through  "cheating"  on  our  expectations  the  Soviets  might 
well  help  military  deterrence  to  fail  and  war  to  come.  The 
risks  would  be  far  less  if  an  international  police  were  exert- 
ing the  controls  and  enforcing  the  deterrent.^ 

The  idea  that  a  disarmament  agreement  might  be  the 
only  workable  deterrent  has  not  been  explored  by  branches 
of  the  armed  services,  by  the  Department  of  Defense  itself, 
or  by  any  other  branch  of  the  government  so  far  as  we  have 
been  able  to  determine.  This  idea  seems  to  us  a  hopeful 
avenue  to  pursue.  We  would  urge  upon  decision  makers 
that  this  view  of  deterrence  by  explored  as  soon  as  possible. 


NECESSARY    PRACTICAL    STEPS    FOR    CONGRESS 

The  notion  of  an  effectively  policed  disarmament  agree- 
ment as  the  most  likely  adequate  deterrent  is  so  far  distant 

•*  Soviet  disarmament  proposals  have,  at  least  rhetorically,  ac- 
cepted the  idea  of  careful  inspection  and  enforcement.  The 
rhetoric  should  be  taken  seriously  long  enough  to  find  out 
whether  the  Soviets  seriously  mean  it. 
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from  present  international  realities  that  it  may  weary  those 
who  want  to  take  practical  action.  But  there  are  practical 
actions  available  to  the  Congress  to  deal  with  the  present 
inadequacy  of  deterrent  theory. 

There  are  four  major  areas  in  which  the  Congress  can 
aflFect  deterrent  policy:  through  budget  allocations,  through 
setting  organizational  forms  in  the  Department  of  Defense, 
through  the  creation  of  new  agencies,  and  through  the 
treaty  power  the  Congress  could  act  to  support  its  own 
views  of  how  best  to  protect  American  security. 

In  budgeting  for  the  armed  forces,  the  Congress  chooses 
between  weapons  systems,  whether  it  intends  to  do  so  or 
not;  and  by  choosing  between  weapons  systems  Congress 
chooses  a  particular  theory  of  deterrence,  whether  it  in- 
tends to  do  so  or  not.  If  the  Congress  tries  to  support  with 
funds  all  the  proposed  weapons  systems  of  all  the  services, 
it  gives  America  the  confused  "mix"  of  deterrents  which, 
as  we  have  pointed  out,  marries  the  worst  of  all  possible 
worlds. 

The  Congress  ought  deliberately  to  determine  what  the- 
ory of  deterrence  it  believes  most  adequate  for  the  nation's 
security:  counterforce  deterrent,  combined  deterrent,  or 
disarmament  as  deterrent.  We  recommend  that  the  relevant 
congressional  committees,  including  the  House  Appropri- 
ations Committee,  begin  at  once  the  investigations  neces- 
sary to  back  up  such  a  decision.  Depending  on  its  findings, 
the  Congress  will  know  whether  it  wishes  to  increase  funds 
for  the  B-70  and  the  Titan  and  abolish  the  Polaris,  or  to 
increase  funds  for  the  Polaris  and  for  a  mobile  infantry 
while  abolishing  the  counterforce  missile  systems,  or  to  take 
a  more  complex  action  that  would  support  the  theory  of 
disarmament  as  deterrent. 

Such  support  would  begin  by  taking  seriously  Ameri- 
can negotiations  on  disarmament  with  other  powers.  Con- 
gress should  provide  for  budgetary  changes  to  go  into  ef- 
fect if  disarmament  agreements  are  reached.  Provisions  in 
the  budget  for  reductions  in  particular  areas  of  defense, 
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according  to  an  internationally  agreed  plan  for  disarming, 
could  be  accompanied  by  provisions  for  redirecting  the 
money  to  non-defense  expenditures  or  for  reduction  in 
taxes.  Thus  the  machinery  would  be  ready  for  the  economy 
shift  in  new  directions  if  a  disarmament  agreement  were 
to  be  reached. 

In  the  area  of  civil  defense  the  Congress  will  want  to 
decide  whether  to  increase  enormously  the  amount  spent 
and  to  build  great  underground  cities,  as  would  fit  the 
counterforce  deterrent,  or  to  scrap  all  civil  defense,  as 
would  be  logical  either  to  complement  the  combined  de- 
terrent or  to  move  toward  disarmament.  The  present  half- 
hearted expenditure  of  funds  on  clearly  useless  plans  for 
evacuation  and  partial  shelter  makes  sense  for  no  plan  of 
deterrence.  For  protecting  whole  populations  against  coun- 
terforce attack,  only  entii-ely  new  shelter  cities  or  anti- 
radiation  shelters  for  every  city  resident  would  be  of  any 
use.  For  protection  of  the  cities  themselves  against  coun- 
tercity  attack,  no  civil  defense  of  any  kind  can  be  useful; 
H-bombs  will  kill  cities  and  ICBMs  will  allow  no  time  for 
evacuation.  For  a  policed  disaiTnament,  the  shelters  would 
be  unnecessary,  and  building  them  would  cause  great  dis- 
trust of  any  avowed  disarmament.  Our  immediate  recom- 
mendation to  the  Congress  is  that  it  abandon  the  present 
half-baked  arrangement  called  civil  defense,  rather  than 
go  further  into  a  program  that  would  end  in  costing  hun- 
dreds of  billions,  destroying  liberty,  and  faihng  in  its  pur- 
pose anyway. 

In  examining  the  question  of  Defense  Department  or- 
ganization, the  Congress  must  take  into  account  factors 
other  than  "efiiciency."  It  must  examine  arguments  for  re- 
organization in  the  light  of  what  theories  of  deterrence  they 
actually  support. 

At  present  the  Air  Force  is  by  all  odds  the  most  power- 
ful single  service.  Its  connections  with  heavy  industry,  its 
long  monopoly  of  the  most  "glamorous"  weapons,  and  its 
willingness  to  plunge  deep  into  the  most  advanced  weap- 
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ons  and  theories  of  twentieth-century  war  have  given  it 
the  highest  prestige  and  the  largest  budget  in  the  Defense 
Department.  So  long  as  it  retains  this  power,  the  Air 
Force  beheves  that  it  will  dominate  any  true  unification  of 
the  armed  forces,  ensuring  its  theory— that  is,  to  counter- 
force  deterrence— the  victory  in  Defense  Department  de- 
bate. This  expectation  is  shared  by  the  Army  and  Navy, 
which  have  therefore  opposed  unification  in  the  fear  that 
their  services,  their  weapons  systems,  and  their  theories 
would  be  submerged. 

In  the  present  practical  situation,  therefore,  if  Congress 
pressed  for  total  unification  of  the  armed  forces  it  would 
probably  enthrone  the  counterforce  deterrent.  We  have 
heard  serious  fears  expressed  that  this  kind  of  unification 
might  result  in  some  loss  of  civil  and  democratic  control 
over  the  mihtary.  OflBcers  in  the  Pentagon  themselves  ex- 
pressed the  fear  that  a  single  chief  of  staflF  over  a  single 
service  might  concentrate  so  much  power,  both  over  pub- 
hcity  and  defense  contracts,  that  civilian  department 
heads,  the  Congress,  and  the  public  would  be  imable  to 
question  or  to  oppose  his  decisions.  In  such  a  unified  mili- 
tary service  the  fears  expressed  by  former  President  Eisen- 
hower of  the  growing  interdependence  of  an  enlarged  mili- 
tary and  an  enlarged  arms  industry  would  be  likely  to 
become  real  and  present  dangers.  But  that  is  not  to  say 
that  by  keeping  the  forces  separate  the  Congress  is  eflFec- 
tively  choosing  the  theory  of  the  combined  deterrent.  For, 
as  has  been  shown  above,  so  long  as  the  American  arsenal 
contains  weapons  obviously  chosen  for  their  counterforce 
capability,  so  long  is  the  "purity"  of  the  combined  deterrent 
compromised  and  its  actual  goals  thereby  made  impossible 
of  attainment.  Continuing  the  present  system  would  there- 
fore be  a  deliberate  choice  of  contradictory  theories. 

Deep  inside  the  present  system,  however,  certain  offi- 
cials could  in  fact  choose  between  counterforce  and 
combined-deterrent  theory.  At  present,  the  key  to  such  a 
choice  may  He  with  the  interservice  Joint  Targeting  Center, 
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in  which  military  officers  are  attempting  to  integrate  the 
enemy  targets  to  be  selected  by  various  branches  of  the 
American  armed  forces.  In  planning  for  missile  and  air- 
plane strikes,  such  targets  must  be  arranged  ahead  of  time; 
and  which  targets  are  selected— cities  or  atomic  forces- 
could  decide  the  struggle  between  the  Air  Force  and 
Army-Navy  views.  For  such  a  choice  to  be  made  without 
the  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  Congress  or  the 
people  would  amount  to  surrender  of  civilian  control  over 
basic  defense  and  foreign  policy.  It  would  be  a  complete 
Defense  "reorganization"  without  congressional  sanction, 

A  similar  form  of  "silent  reorganization"  so  constructed 
as  to  benefit  one  theoiy  of  deterrence  may  be  attempted 
under  the  cover  of  foreign  policy  and  the  NATO  alHance. 
In  many  ways  the  proposal  for  a  NATO  force  of  Polaris 
submarines  looks  toward  establishment  of  the  combined- 
deterrent  policy  under  NATO  control.  Building  the  deter- 
rent under  NATO  would  side-step  the  present  Air  Force 
dominance  in  the  Defense  Department,  and  for  that  reason 
the  Army  and  Navy  have  supported  the  proposal.  Quite 
aside  from  accentuating  the  problem  of  the  spread  of 
atomic  weapons  and  probably  forcing  the  Soviets  to  take 
similar  action,  the  grant  of  Polaris  to  NATO,  by  diluting 
both  American  and  civilian  control  over  atomic  weapons, 
would  tend  to  deny  Congress  any  continued  power  over 
basic  defense  policy. 

One  kind  of  formal  reorganization  has  been  proposed 
that  could  conceivably  fit  into  the  combined-deterrent  the- 
ory. That  is  the  suggestion  that  the  services  should  be 
reoriented  into  two  functional  commands:  one  to  fight  tac- 
tical and  limited  wars,  the  other  to  act  as  the  great  deter- 
rent. If  the  Congress  clearly  directed  and  by  practical  pro- 
visions made  sure  that  the  great  deterrent  command  was 
dominated  by  Navy  men  and  ideas,  the  two  commands 
would  together  make  up  the  combined  deterrent  that  the 
Army  and  Navy  now  support.  But  if  the  great  deterrent 
command  were  to  come  under  the  control  of  counterforce 
theorists,  the  Navy's  ideas  and  the  weapons  systems  to 
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carry  them  out  would  be  abandoned.  If  Congress  wishes 
to  choose  this  method  of  reorganizing  the  Defense  De- 
partment to  apply  combined-deterrent  theories,  it  must 
carry  through  by  overseeing  arrangements  within  the  tac- 
tical and  deterrent  commands. 

If  the  Congress  decides  that  the  view  of  disarmament  as 
deterrent  is  indeed  a  correct  one,  a  rather  different  view 
of  Defense  Department  organization  would  be  necessary. 
The  goal  would  then  clearly  be  the  gradual  dismanthng 
of  the  whole  defense  organization  and  its  replacement 
with  an  international  police. 

To  move  in  this  direction  would  obviously  require  a 
writing  of  contingent  legislation  by  Congress,  rather  than 
a  single  sweeping  act  of  reorganization.  Changes  in  the 
defense  structure  and  transfer  of  some  personnel  to  an  in- 
ternational police  force  would  have  to  be  made  contingent 
upon  successful  negotiations  with  other  world  powers  to 
establish  such  a  police.  The  difficulties  would  be  novel,  but 
they  would  not  be  impossible  of  solution. 

It  is  in  dealing  with  these  difficulties  and  attempting  to 
work  out  a  way  toward  a  disarmament  agreement  that 
would  act  as  a  deterrent  that  Congress  might  effectively 
bring  into  play  another  of  its  powers— the  power  to  create 
a  new  agency  in  the  federal  government.  For  the  difficul- 
ties in  the  path  of  an  effectively  policed  world  disarma- 
ment agreement  are  so  complex  and  possible  solutions  so 
unexplored  that  it  would  be  most  useful  to  have  a  new 
agency  confronting  these  difficulties. 

The  far-reaching  results  of  basic  and  applied  research 
have  in  the  last  fifteen  years  become  obvious  in  the  field 
of  weapons  development.  But  never  has  the  United  States 
attempted  to  apply  the  techniques  of  research  to  the  ques- 
tions of  how  to  achieve  disarmament,  how  to  reduce  the 
international  tensions  that  stand  in  the  way  of  disarma- 
ment, and  how  to  deal  with  the  gaps  in  our  society  that 
disarmament  would  make. 

To  mobilize  the  techniques  of  social  and  natural  science 
in  the  search  for  disarmament,  it  has  been  suggested  that 
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the  federal  govemment  create  a  National  Peace  Agency. 
The  proposed  agency  has  been  compared  to  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health,  in  that  scholars  of  all  sorts  would  be 
encouraged  to  deal  with  the  myriad  questions  of  reducing 
tensions  in  political,  economic,  military,  and  other  fields. 
In  addition,  it  has  been  argued  that  the  Peace  Agency 
might  include  the  corps  of  men  designated  by  the  United 
States  for  international  service  to  police  a  disarmament 
agreement.  In  this  fashion  the  agency  would  make  use  of 
the  manpower,  the  knowledge,  perhaps  even  some  of  the 
individual  men  that  would  have  been  previously  used  by 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  creation  of  such  a  Peace  Agency,  with  its  potential 
both  for  finding  the  steps  that  could  bring  disarmament 
and  for  dealing  with  the  actual  enforcement  of  disarma- 
ment, we  recommend  as  a  practical  step  to  the  Congress. 

Finally,  the  Senate's  treaty  powers  could  be  brought 
into  play.  An  actual  experiment  could  be  set  up  in  the 
possibilities  of  international  inspection  and  enforcement,  in 
an  area  not  crucial  to  American  security,  if  the  President 
signs  and  the  Senate  ratifies  a  treaty  for  an  atomic  test 
ban.  Atomic  testing  is  not  vital  to  American  mihtary  secu- 
rity because  it  involves  only  a  marginal  addition  to  fire 
power  and  no  addition  at  all  to  delivery  capability.  It  is 
equally  true  that  a  ban  on  testing  is  not  vital  to  American 
security  as  approached  via  disarmament,  because  the  test 
ban  will  not  stop  or  reverse  any  of  the  important  parts  of 
the  arms  race.  But  as  an  experiment  in  international  po- 
licing the  test  ban  would  give  Congress  and  the  nation  a 
chance  to  assess  what  steps  in  true  disarmament  would  be 
possible. 


POSTSCRIPT 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  public  discussion  of  and  deci- 
sion on  the  issues  we  have  raised  is  unwise:  that  it  is  best 
to  "keep  the  enemy  guessing."  But  only  by  preventing  all 
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enemy  guesswork  can  we  hope  to  make  deterrence  work. 
If  the  United  States  intends  to  deter  by  a  counterforce 
strategy,  the  Soviets  must  know  this  clearly  in  order  to  be 
deterred;  if  by  combined  deterrence,  then  again  there  must 
be  no  doubt.  And,  of  course,  negotiations  for  disarmament 
could  be  successful  only  if  we  and  the  Soviets  were  each 
convinced  the  other  was  totally  serious  about  deterring  war 
through  disarmament. 

Not  only  is  the  policy  of  "keeping  the  enemy  guessing" 
unwise,  it  is  impossible  to  square  with  the  democracy  that 
we  are  trying  to  preserve.  For  ultimately  the  policy  means 
that  we  keep  ourselves  guessing— our  people,  our  Congress, 
logically  perhaps  even  our  President.  Refusing  to  discuss 
and  decide  the  greatest  question  of  human  history  means 
abandoning  the  very  assumptions  of  the  Constitution.  Con- 
gress, for  the  safety  of  the  nation  and  the  preservation  of 
democracy,  must  face  the  issue  of  deterrence. 
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Today  we  are  faced  with  a  potentially  lethal  combination 
of  weapons  against  which  there  is  no  defense  and  inter- 
national tensions  from  which  there  seems  to  be  no  respite. 
We  are  close  to  the  point  where  either  of  the  two  major 
v/orld  powers  will  be  capable  of  wiping  out  the  other  in 
almost  less  time  than  it  takes  to  read  this  paper.  This  grim 
assessment  of  our  situation  is  the  consensus  of  men  who 
have  thought  and  written  about  problems  of  policy  in  the 
nuclear  age,  regardless  of  their  role  in  our  society. 

We  thus  find  ourselves  in  an  unprecedented  situation 
completely  novel  to  human  experience,  requiring  radi- 
cal innovation  in  policy.  Yet  today  relations  among  na- 
tions are  stiU  governed  by  traditional  policies  that  are 
deemed  "realistic"  simply  because  they  are  habitual.  Na- 
tional leaders  talk  about  achieving  peace  and  security 
through  increasing  military  strength,  when  reason  shows 
that  the  peace  tlxus  attained  is  ephemeral  and  the  security 
illusory.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  both  Russia  and 
the  United  States  are  now  almost  immobilized  by  the  very 
power  they  possess  for  destruction. 

Recent  developments  in  communication,  transportation, 
and  other  forms  of  human  interdependence— to  say  noth- 
ing of  weaponry— have  made  some  form  of  world  govem- 
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ment  not  merely  feasible;  they  have  made  it  essential  if 
our  civilization  is  to  survive.  But  the  problem  is  this:  How 
can  we  move  from  the  present  situation  of  competing  sov- 
ereign nations  toward  a  situation  of  international  law?  How 
can  we  halt,  and  then  put  into  reverse,  the  tensions/arms- 
race  spiral  in  which  we  are  caught,  thereby  creating  an 
atmosphere  of  mutual  trust  in  which  steps  toward  world 
government  could  be  taken? 

It  will  be  the  primary  purpose  of  this  paper  to  suggest 
a  way  out  of  the  tensions/arms-race  dilemma,  a  strategy 
that  would  allow  a  nation  to  take  the  initiative  by  inducing 
reciprocal  tension  reduction,  yet  always  operating  within 
tolerable  limits  of  security.  It  is  a  strategy  that  would  use 
mutual  capacity  for  nuclear  annihilation  to  support  actions 
designed  ultimately  to  eliminate  this  very  capacity  itself. 

Both  the  justification  of  this  strategy  and  the  main  op- 
position to  it  will  be  found  to  he  in  matters  of  human 
nature  and  human  relationships.  This  may  come  as  a  shock 
to  many  who  have  conceived  of  our  policy  problem  in 
terms  of  scientific  and  military  technology.  Nevertheless, 
although  the  debate  so  far  has  been  carried  on  more  by 
physicists  and  generals  than  by  social  scientists  and  intel- 
ligent laymen,  I  think  it  can  be  easily  shown  that  military 
technology  merely  exacerbates  the  problem— it  neither  ex- 
plains our  dilemma  nor  offers  any  solution.  My  own  argu- 
ment will  require  a  careful  analysis  of  the  cold-war  men- 
tality, including  the  questioning  of  some  psychological 
assumptions  that  have  been  taken  on  faith  and  the  asser- 
tion of  others  that  have  been  largely  overlooked. 

My  proposals  for  policy  will  be  offered  in  the  broadest 
possible  terms.  I  do  not  beheve  that  the  ordinary  citizen 
—whether  he  be  a  college  professor  or  a  businessman— is 
equipped  by  knowledge  or  by  experience  to  develop  spe- 
cific and  detailed  policies.  What  the  scholar  can  best  do  is 
raise  questions  about  the  assumptions  underlying  policy 
and  ask  that  they  be  re-examined  rather  than  simply  taken 
for  granted.  He  can  also  offer  what  may  be  novel  ways  of 
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viewing  policy  problems,  in  the  hope  of  contributing  to 
the  discovery  of  alternatives  not  previously  believed  to 
exist. 


MINIMUM  CRITERIA  FOR  EVALUATING  POLICY  ALTERNATIVES 

If  the  long-term  goals  of  a  society  are  not  made  explicit, 
decisions  are  likely  to  be  made  opportunistically  in  defense 
of  the  status  quo.  What  are  our  goals?  What  are  we  "fight- 
ing for"?  Certainly  we  have  no  expansionist  ambitions  in 
South  America,  Europe,  or  Asia;  we  do  not  wish  to  anni- 
hilate human  beings  on  other  portions  of  the  globe;  nor  do 
we  even  desire  to  impose  our  way  of  life  on  others,  except 
as  they  observe  our  model,  try  it  on  for  size,  and  find  it 
good.  But  we  do  want  to  preserve  our  own  way  of  life 
for  ourselves  and  our  progeny.  And  to  accomplish  this  we 
must  at  least  stay  alive.  To  these  two  minimal  objectives 
of  policy  in  the  nuclear  age  we  must  add  a  third,  practical 
criterion— any  policy  must  be  feasible  within  the  existing 
system  of  competing  sovereign  states. 

In  discussing  these  criteria  it  is  necessary  to  distinguish 
between  two  quite  different  wars  and  opponents.  Most  peo- 
ple think  of  "war"  in  terms  of  soldiers  and  guns,  mihtary 
victories  and  defeats,  destruction  and  death  wreaked  by 
each  side  on  the  other.  In  this  sense  of  the  term  we  are 
in  danger  of  becoming  involved  in  a  catastrophic  war  with 
Russia  as  a  nation,  and  it  is  here  that  the  criterion  of  bio- 
logical survival  is  primary.  A  broader  conception  of  "war," 
and  one  that  is  even  held  by  many  military  men  (e.g., 
King-Hall,  19) ,  is  that  it  is  an  attempt  to  change  the  system 
of  beliefs  held  by  some  other  group  of  people,  particularly 
when  these  beliefs  seem  to  engender  behavior  which 
thieatens  one's  own  security.  In  this  sense  we  are  presently 
engaged  in  a  "war"  with  communism  (but  equally  with 
other  totalitarian  systems ) ,  and  it  is  here  that  the  criterion 
of  preserving  our  own  beliefs  and  way  of  life  is  primary. 
We  have  been  waging  this  "war"  for  a  long,  long  time;  it 
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goes  on  steadily  in  the  minds  of  men,  and  it  is  fought  as 
much  within  the  borders  of  nations  as  across  them.  Victory 
in  a  mihtary  war  with  Russia— even  granting  that  victory 
in  a  nuclear  war  is  conceivable— would  not  mean  winning 
the  war  against  communism.  Indeed,  it  would  be  possible 
for  us  to  "win"  a  short-term  military  encounter  at  the  ex- 
pense of  losing  the  long-terai  ideological  conflict— that  is, 
by  adopting  a  totalitarian  way  of  life  as  a  means  to  military 
power. 

Biological  Survival 

First  things  first.  I  take  the  physicists  at  their  word  when 
they  say  that  there  is  no  adequate  military  defense  against 
nuclear  attack.  I  am  vaguely  impressed  when  I  read  in 
the  National  Planning  Association's  report,  titled  1970 
Without  Arms  Control  (25),  that  "one  thermonuclear 
bomb  in  the  low  megaton  range  releases  more  destructive 
energy  than  that  released  by  all  of  the  bombs  dropped  on 
Germany  and  Japan  during  World  War  II."  But  somehow 
words  do  not  carry  the  impact  of  the  events  they  represent 
—which  is  one  reason  why  most  people  in  Europe,  Russia, 
and  Japan  are  more  deeply  pacifistic  than  most  Americans. 
I  am  sure  that  just  one  ordinary  atomic  bomb  dropped 
on  New  York  City,  with  complete  television  coverage, 
would  do  more  to  convince  us  of  the  utter  horror  of  nuclear 
war  than  all  the  statistics  one  could  amass.  Nevertheless, 
I  ask  those  who  doubt  if  the  advent  of  nuclear  weapons 
has  in  any  way  changed  "the  old  game  of  international 
politics"  to  hold  in  mind  the  details  of  shattered  bodies 
and  plans,  of  disintegrating  human  culture  and  even  hu- 
man protoplasm— and  then  read  further  in  the  same  report: 
that  in  a  full-scale  nuclear  attack  we  could  expect  by  the 
sixtieth  day  seventy-two  million  dead  and  twenty-one  mil- 
lion seriously  injured,  with  only  fifty-eight  million  relatively 
unscathed.  Computations  based  on  relatively  minor  and 
localized  disasters  show  that  this  proportion  of  the  popu- 
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lation  surviving  could  not  adequately  care  for  the  injured 
and  bury  the  dead— to  say  nothing  of  maintaining  a  com- 
plex civilization. 

Now,  as  a  psychologist,  I  am  fully  aware  that  threaten- 
ing people  with  hell-fire  without  offering  them  any  solution 
does  more  to  reinforce  complacency  than  to  shake  it. 
People  try  to  avoid  and  forget  information  about  fearful 
things  over  which  they  have  no  control;  at  the  same  time 
they  welcome  and  rehearse  information  that  seems  to  re- 
assure them  and  reduce  their  anxieties.  This  has  been  the 
trouble  with  most  of  the  pacifist  criticisms  of  present  policy 
—they  have  offered  believable  threats  without  acceptable 
solutions.  But  tliose  concerned  with  the  security  of  the 
nation  cannot  afford  to  depreciate  the  threat  to  our  biolog- 
ical survival  which  these  new  weapons  represent;  rather, 
this  vision  of  hell-fire  must  be  kept  in  focus  while  we 
search  for  ways  to  escape  it. 

Suffice  it  to  say  that,  without  arms  control,  in  the  very 
near  future  warring  nations  will  be  able  to  destroy  each 
other  many  times  over.  This  availability  of  nuclear  weapons 
with  awesome  capacities  for  destruction— to  say  nothing 
about  biological  and  neurological  weapons  which  are  even 
easier  to  produce  and  harder  to  control— may  not  alter  the 
nature  of  the  underlying  conflict  or  its  goals,  but  it  cer- 
tainly must  change  radically  the  weights  we  use  in  evaluat- 
ing alternative  strategies. 

Preservation  of  Our  Way  of  Life 

Stripped  to  its  essentials,  the  way  of  life  we  wish  to 
preserve  for  ourselves  and  our  progeny  is  one  in  which  the 
state  is  subservient  to  the  individuals  who  compose  it.  In 
the  language  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  govern- 
ments are  created  to  preserve  the  rights  of  individual  cit- 
izens, and  not  vice  versa.  All  of  our  most  cherished 
institutions— the  democratic  form  of  government,  our  eco- 
nomic system,  a  legal  system  which  guarantees  individuals 
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the  right  to  education  and  freedom  of  expression— flow 
from  this  pervasive  underlying  notion.  Even  though  prac- 
tice may  often  fall  far  short  of  theory,  the  theory  itself  is 
important.  The  development  of  such  a  political  philosophy, 
based  on  the  essential  dignity  of  the  individual  human 
being,  was  a  most  remarkable  step  along  the  path  to  be- 
coming civilized;  it  was  hard  come  by,  yet  it  may  be  all 
too  easily  lost. 

The  basic  philosophy  of  communism,  as  we  see  it,  is 
quite  the  reverse  of  this.  In  essence  it  holds  that  individuals 
who  compose  the  state  are  subservient  to  it.  The  individual 
has  no  "rights"— to  dissent,  to  be  educated,  to  be  informed, 
to  compete  for  a  share  in  the  economy  equal  to  his  ability 
and  effort— except  in  so  far  as  serving  the  best  interests  of 
the  state  may  be  considered  a  right.  But  again  practice 
doesn't  jibe  with  theory.  Just  as  technological  and  other 
developments  have  produced  modifications  in  our  way  of 
life,  as  practiced,  so  have  the  industrial  revolution,  univer- 
sal education,  and  the  race  to  catch  up  with  the  United 
States  in  material  wealth  produced  deviations  from  Com- 
munist theory. 

Although  the  cold  war  is  waged  in  terms  of  rival 
theories,  flexibility  and  rationality  in  foreign  policy  require 
that  we  take  account  of  similarities  as  well  as  differences  in 
how  the  systems  operate  in  practice.  In  this  connection,  I 
am  impressed  with  Ralph  K.  White's  argument  (38), 
based  on  international  studies  of  beliefs  and  attitudes,  that 
the  common  people  in  both  the  East  and  the  West  are 
steadily  converging  toward  a  "modal  philosophy"  which 
values  political  freedom,  believes  in  free  economic  enter- 
prise, but  sides  with  the  economic  underdog.  Nevertheless, 
there  are  substantial  differences  between  our  way  of  life 
and  the  Communist  way,  both  in  the  trend  of  practice  and 
the  theory  which  supports  it,  and  any  acceptable  policy 
must  serve  to  preserve  our  own  way  rather  than  subvert 
it. 

There  are,  of  course,  case-hardened  statesmen  who  be- 
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lieve  that  our  conflict  with  communism  hes  primarily  in 
disagreement  over  who  is  to  control  the  great  and  increas- 
ingly important  uncommitted  areas  of  the  world,  rather 
than  in  ideological  conflict  per  se.  There  are  also  many 
well-disciplined  political  scientists  who  will  say  that  the 
underlying  source  of  international  tensions  is  still,  as  it 
always  has  been,  the  struggle  for  power,  and  in  this  strug- 
gle weapons  are  simply  instruments  for  effecting  a  change 
in  the  balance  of  power— whether  the  weapons  be  clubs  or 
atomic  warheads.  Admitting  the  risk  of  alienating  some 
influential  readers,  I  will  nevertheless  dub  this  "the 
Neanderthal  Conception  of  International  Relations."  Even 
though  the  manifest  behaviors  of  nations  may  often  con- 
form to  this  image,  I  suspect  that  the  Neanderthalic  bluster 
has  nearly  always  masked  a  deeper  anxiety.  Today,  prob- 
ably more  than  ever  before  in  history,  mutual  insecurity 
rather  than  struggle  for  power  is  the  major  source  of 
international  tensions;  elite  groups  now  accept  national 
security  as  their  primary  responsibility  and  base  their  de- 
cisions upon  it. 

Survival  of  Our  Species  or  of  Our  Way  of  Life? 

Disagreement  over  the  relative  importance  of  biological 
survival  vs.  preserving  our  way  of  life  is  one  of  the  main 
sources  of  divergent  opinion  about  policy  in  the  nuclear 
age.  This  was  made  particularly  clear  in  the  debate  be- 
tween Bertrand  Russell  and  Sidney  Hook  on  the  pages  of 
the  New  Leader  (May  26  and  July  7,  1958).  Russell 
maintained  that  a  Communist  victory  would  certainly  not 
be  so  great  a  disaster  as  the  extinction  of  human  life, 
whereas  Hook  maintained  just  the  reverse.  I,  for  one,  would 
have  to  side  with  Lord  Russell  in  this  calculus  of  human 
values— not  only  is  survival  a  prerequisite  for  the  attain- 
ment of  all  other  more  lofty  goals  but  where  there's  life, 
there's  hope.  And,  furthermore,  it  seems  more  than  a  little 
arrogant  and  presumptuous  for  a  small  segment  of  one 
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generation  to  make  such  a  decision  for  all  people  and  for 
aU  future  time. 

However— fortunately— this  is  not  a  decision  we  are 
called  upon  to  make  at  this  time.  Those  who  would  pose 
the  policy  problem  as  a  choice  between  abject  surrender  to 
communism  or  continuing  our  present  poHcies  to  the  point 
of  no  return  have  aheady  given  up  trying  to  solve  it.  Such 
extreme  positions  inhibit  the  search  for  fresh  policy  alterna- 
tives, strategies  through  which  we  may  be  able  to  both 
survive  and  preserve  our  way  of  life. 

Feasibility 

But  the  criterion  of  feasibility  places  severe  restrictions 
on  the  choice  of  alternatives.  These  restrictions  stem  not 
so  much  from  the  unmodifiability  of  human  nature— it  is 
highly  modifiable,  given  time— but  from  the  particular 
shaping  of  human  behavior  that  we  call  nationalism.  The 
external  manifestations  of  nationalism  are  power  competi- 
tion, accompanied  by  mutual  suspicion  and  aversion  to 
compromise;  the  internal  manifestations  are  intense  pa- 
triotism, identification  with  national  symbols,  and  similar 
phenomena. 

Now  it  may  be  true  that  complete  unilateral  disarm- 
ament by  either  the  United  States  or  Russia  would  induce 
reciprocal  adjustment  by  the  other  side,  and  it  is  quite 
possible  that  in  the  long  run  Gandhian  passive  resistance 
would  preserve  our  way  of  life— but  under  existing  nation- 
alistic conditions,  both  internal  and  external,  it  would  be 
impossible  for  a  government  to  initiate  such  steps  or  long 
remain  in  power  if  it  did.  This  is  not  to  say  that  the  policies 
we  accept  as  traditional  and  now  pursue  are  feasible  either. 
In  the  next  few  pages  I  will  try  to  show  that  neither  our 
basic  policy  of  mutual  deterrence  nor  our  attempts  at  mu- 
tual agreement  by  negotiation  are  really  feasible  under 
present  conditions. 
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EVALUATION   OF    OUR    PRESENT    POLICY 

The  dominant  theme  in  American  international  policy 
for  a  long  time  has  been  "peace  through  strength."  The 
basic  idea  is  that  the  only  way  to  secure  peace  and  security 
in  a  threatening  world  is  to  make  one's  own  nation  so 
powerful  that  no  combination  of  enemies  would  dare  to 
attack.  This  theme  is  accompanied  by  the  assurance  that 
we  would  never  use  this  power  unless  provoked  by  aggres- 
sion from  outside— which  does  more  to  support  idealism 
at  home  than  to  reduce  anxiety  abroad.  This  is  still  the 
basic  policy  espoused  by  political  and  military  leaders 
responsible  for  our  security  in  the  present  age  of  nuclear 
technology.  Is  our  security  increased  by  this  policy? 
Let  us  evaluate  it  against  the  minimal  criteria  we  have 
established. 


Biological  Survival 

In  a  world  that  has  resolved  itself  into  two 
competing  groups  with  roughly  equal  power,  "peace 
through  strength"  becomes  "peace  through  fear  of  retalia- 
tion," and  with  the  advent  of  thermonuclear  weapons  we 
are  rapidly  approaching  the  point  where  it  becomes  "peace 
through  fear  of  annihilation."  The  underlying  hope  behind 
our  present  policy  of  mutual  deterrence  is  that,  with  either 
side  capable  of  practically  destroying  the  other  by  reflexive 
retaliation,  a  prolonged,  if  uneasy,  "peace"  can  be  main- 
tained by  the  balance  of  terror.  What  are  the  actual 
dynamics  of  this  situation? 

It  is  clear,  in  the  first  place,  that  this  is  not  a  situation 
designed  to  promote  feelings  of  security  on  either  side. 
There  is  no  elimination  of  the  threat  of  nuclear  destruction 
and  all  that  it  entails  in  the  way  of  personal  human 
suffering;  quite  to  the  contrary,  it  is  this  mutual  terror 
that   is    supposed    to    guarantee    the   peace.    Responsible 
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people  on  both  sides,  in  government,  in  the  mihtary,  in 
science,  feel  themselves  to  be  "walking  on  atomic  eggs." 
The  consequences  of  a  mistake,  of  an  error  of  judgment, 
become  incalculable.  Furthermore,  it  is  diflBcult  to  main- 
tain just  the  right  degree  of  threat— not  so  little  that  an 
enemy  is  encouraged  to  aggress  through  confidence  and 
not  so  much  that  he  is  encouraged  to  aggress  through  fear. 
I  submit  that  this  is  an  intolerable  state  of  afiFairs,  as  much 
for  nations   as   for  the   individuals   who   make   them    up. 

The  responses  to  such  a  situation  of  insecurity,  anxiety, 
and  conflict  are  complex  and  varied,  but  they  are  all 
designed  to  reduce  these  unpleasant  states.  One  response 
is  to  support  demands  for  research,  development,  and 
stockpiling  of  new  and  better  armaments.  But  every  step 
that  serves  to  decrease  insecurity  at  home  serves  to  in- 
crease insecurity  abroad.  Thus  we  see  that  the  policy  of 
mutual  deterrence  through  fear  of  retaliation  leads  inevi- 
tably to  an  armament  race. 

This  inevitability  is  not  rational  but  psychological— being 
able  to  annihilate  an  enemy  once  probably  deters  him 
almost  as  much  as  being  able  to  annihilate  him  ten  times 
over.  Brown  and  Real,  in  their  recent  paper  titled  Com- 
munity of  Fear  (2),  have  characterized  the  competitive 
psychology  of  the  proponents  of  the  arms  race  in  this  way: 
"Can  gigaton  bombs  be  built?  We  must  do  the  work  and 
see.  Can  climate  over  the  Soviet  Union  be  altered?  We 
must  experiment.  Can  the  earth  be  burned,  broken,  kept 
from  rotating?  .  .  .  All  these  questions  must  be  con- 
sidered. If  we  don't  consider  them,  the  Russians  might,  and 
if  successful  they  would  have  us  at  a  disadvantage."  It  is 
clear  that,  driven  by  such  human  suspicions  and  anxieties, 
the  essential  character  of  an  arms  race  is  continually  shift- 
ing advantage  and  disadvantage.  We  do  not  have  the 
stably  poised  balance  of  deterrence  that  mathematicians 
and  chess  players  are  fond  of  envisaging;  rather  we  have 
a  highly  unstable,  teetering  imbalance  in  which  either  side 
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may  believe  itself  so  far  below  as  to  strike  out  defensively 
or  so  far  above  as  to  strike  out  offensively. 

The  final  degradation  of  human  intelligence,  and  sur- 
render of  our  right  to  decide  our  ov^m  fate,  is  to  be  found 
in  proposals— seriously  being  considered  because  the  Rus- 
sians might  be  considering  them— for  "a  push-button  for 
the  dead  man's  hand"  and  for  "a  Doomsday  Machine." 
Since  a  surprise  attack  could  well  wipe  out  a  major  portion 
of  the  defending  personnel,  the  argument  goes,  we  must 
provide  automatic  devices  that  will  react  to  blast,  heat,  or 
radiation  levels  by  releasing  our  owti  retaliation.  The 
"Doomsday  Machine,"  which  it  is  said  (Kahn,  in  Daedalus, 
14)  could  be  built  by  1970  for  well  under  100  billion 
dollars,  would  be  such  an  automatic,  deeply  buried  device 
capable  of  literally  fragmenting  the  planet.  One  can  im- 
agine the  hollow  pleasure  our  dying  civilians  would  take 
in  the  sure  knowledge  that  enemy  civilians  were  suffering 
the  same  final  torment.  The  purpose  of  such  machines, 
of  course,  is  deterrence,  and  the  assumption  is  that  they 
would  never  be  used,  but  as  long  as  they  exist  would  it  be 
possible  to  talk  rationally  about  their  guaranteeing  our 
biological  security? 

Feasibility 

Is  the  policy  of  mutual  deterrence  a  feasible  one  for  the 
United  States?  The  answer  here  seems  to  depend  on 
whether  we  think  of  mutual  deterrence  in  terms  of  a 
rationally  sufficient  minimum  or  in  terms  of  a  continually 
expanding  arms  race.  Certainly  it  is  feasible  in  the  near 
future  for  this  country  to  develop  a  system  of  "hardened," 
nearly  impregnable  intercontinental  missile  bases— a  de- 
terrent, second-strike  force.  Given  the  existing  national  and 
international  situation,  this  is  almost  certain  to  happen  on 
both  sides,  and  therefore  it  is  something  which  must  be 
taken  into  account  in  any  serious  consideration  of  policy. 
As  I  shall  try  to  demonstrate  later,  it  is  crucial  that  this 
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nuclear  force  be  explicitly  conceived  and  designed  as  a 
second-strike,  retaliatory  system  and  that  it  be  the  min- 
imum necessary  for  effective  deterrence. 

But,  as  we  have  seen,  competitive  military  psychology 
leads  not  to  the  minimum  necessary  for  effective  deterrence 
but  to  the  progressively  expanding  seesaw  of  an  arms  race. 
Is  it  feasible  for  this  country  to  maintain  a  favorable  bal- 
ance in  such  a  race?  Although  we  have  the  initial  advan- 
tage in  a  balanced  technology  and  a  wider  economic 
cushion,  in  my  own  attempt  to  weigh  this  question  ob- 
jectively I  come  to  the  somber  conclusion  that  we  would 
ultimately  lose  in  such  a  competition. 

Why?  In  the  first  place,  ours  is  the  smaller  nation  in 
terms  of  both  area  and  manpower— particularly  if  we  place 
China  on  the  scales.  Our  natural  resources  have  been  more 
fully  utilized  to  date  than  those  of  China  and  the  Soviet 
Union.  Our  traditional  isolation  by  virtue  of  the  two  oceans 
which  separate  us  from  potential  enemies  has  lost  its 
significance  in  an  age  of  ballistic  missiles.  We  used  to  be 
confident  in  our  greater  supply  of  educated  young  people, 
our  greater  mastery  of  science,  and  our  greater  technical 
know-how— but  surely  only  those  who  are  incapable  of 
reading  the  signs  in  our  skies  can  cling  to  such  confidence 
now. 

But  the  biggest  factor  leading  me  to  this  conclusion  is 
the  difference  in  our  "ways  of  life."  The  totalitarian  system 
seems  better  able  to  wage  a  conflict  on  these  terms  than 
a  democratic  system:  where  the  Communists  have  been 
able  to  channel  the  energies  of  their  people  into  military 
preparations  at  the  expense  of  civilian  needs  and  comforts, 
we  have  been  trying  to  maintain  both  a  massive  military 
establishment  and  the  luxurious  civilian  economy  depicted 
by  Madison  Avenue.  Where  the  Communists  have  been 
able  to  order  their  young  people  into  mathematics,  engi- 
neering, and  the  physical  sciences,  our  democratic  system 
allows  youths  to  choose  their  own  careers— and  most  of 
them  choose  the  business  world  where  our  free  economy 
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provides  the  largest  rewards.  Where  the  Communists  are 
able  to  make  quick  decisions  and  abrupt  changes  in  policy 
without  continuous  reference  to  the  will  of  the  people, 
democratic  systems  require  the  consent  of  the  governed 
(even  if  indirectly  through  an  intricate  system  of  checks 
and  balances  among  their  representatives)  and  therefore 
display  greater  inertia  in  both  launching  new  policy  and 
terminating  old.  If  I  am  right,  the  longer  mutual  deter- 
rence works  and  the  arms  race  continues,  the  more  likely 
we  are  to  fall  behind. 

Preserving  Our  Way  of  Life 

It  would  seem,  then,  that  to  pursue  the  policy  of  mutual 
deterrence  successfully  will  require  us  to  give  up  as  rapidly 
as  possible  a  system  of  beliefs  and  practices  which  HI  fits 
us  for  the  race.  As  I  have  defined  the  nature  of  the  real 
conflict  with  communism,  this  would  mean  losing  what  we 
are  really  fighting  for  in  the   course  of  fighting  for  it. 

The  signs  of  erosion  in  our  way  of  life  are  already  be- 
coming apparent,  despite  the  gradualness  of  the  process: 
maintaining  deterrent  pressure  demands  a  unified  front 
in  the  eyes  of  the  enemy,  so  the  very  diversity  of  opinion 
on  which  democracy  thrives  becomes  dangerous  (and  we 
find  one  presidential  candidate  asserting  that  the  other 
should  not  debate  our  foreign  policy  while  Khrushchev  is 
at  the  UN).  An  arms  race  demands  secrecy,  so  the  in- 
formation citizens  need  is  kept  from  them  (and  newspaper 
reporters  try,  usually  in  vain,  to  pierce  the  fog  of  secrecy). 
Maintaining  our  balance  on  the  slippery  seesaw  demands 
quick  decisions  and  commitments,  so  we  find  increasing 
pressures  being  brought  to  side-step  the  democratic  process 
in  determining  policy  (and  policy-executing  agencies  like 
the  military  and  the  AEC  assume  policy-making  roles, 
while  elected  senators  and  congressmen  rubber-stamp  their 
decisions). 

Whether  or  not  one  considers  these  changes  in  our  be- 
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liefs  and  practices  necessary  under  present  world  condi- 
tions, they  nevertheless  must  be  recognized  as  weakening 
our  democratic  institutions.  Some  will  argue  that  it  has 
always  been  necessary  to  give  up  our  freedoms  in  time 
of  war  in  order  that,  in  the  long  i-un,  we  might  preserve 
them.  But,  not  only  does  the  ideological  conflict  between 
democratic  and  totalitarian  systems  have  no  foreseeable 
conclusion,  the  policy  of  mutual  deterrence  in  itself  says 
nothing  about  when  it  will  be  over.  Our  "way  of  life"  is  a 
set  of  learned  habits  of  thinking  and  behaving  which  can 
be  just  as  easily  unlearned  and  forgotten  by  another  gen- 
eration. Prolonged  subjection  to  a  totalitarian  set  of  beliefs, 
particularly  and  perhaps  only  if  self-imposed,  would  prob- 
ably result  in  a  thorough  distortion  of  our  own  socio- 
political philosophy. 

But  we  have  been  considering  only  the  e/fects  within 
—what  about  the  effects  of  this  policy  elsewhere?  The  usual 
argimient  has  been  that  the  Communist  system  will  some- 
how naturally  crack  if  the  stalemate  persists  long  enough. 
It  is  true  that  there  are  now  operating  in  Russia  strong 
liberalizing  pressures  that  have  become  most  evident  in 
the  shift  from  Stalinism  to  the  present  regime.  These  pres- 
STires  are  generated  by  education,  by  a  gradually  expand- 
ing civilian  economy,  by  an  increasingly  self-conscious 
technological  "middle"  class,  and  other  developments.  The 
same  pressures  are  being  felt  in  the  satellite  countries.  But 
the  external  threat  produced  and  maintained  by  the  arms 
race  "keeps  the  totalitarian  cap  on"— it  creates  precisely  the 
conditions  under  which  human  individuals  are  willing  to 
forfeit  their  rights,  are  willing  to  sacrifice  both  physical 
luxuries  and  intellectual  freedoms.  The  Communist  con- 
centration on  the  good  world  of  the  future,  while  slaving 
in  the  present,  is  in  considerable  part  maintained  by  their 
perception  of  overwhelming  external  threat. 

In  other  words,  mutual  deterrence  fosters  the  very 
conditions,  both  in  the  United  States  and  in  Russia,  which 
support  a  totalitarian  way  of  life.  In  the  most  basic  sense, 
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then,  this  is  a  weapon  turned  against  ourselves.  Quoting 
again  from  the  National  Planning  Association  report: 
"Retaliation  plans  .  .  .  promote  a  spirit  of  indifference  to 
the  widespread  subjection  of  civilians  to  the  horrors  of 
warfare.  In  the  seemingly  logical  pursuit  of  an  idea  we 
may  thus  lose  sight  of  the  prime  goal  of  a  war  plan- 
namely,  the  best  defense  of  our  national  values,  ethics, 
and  institutions." 


Waning  Initiative  and  the  Concept  of  Limited  War 

Massive  retaliation  is  clearly  to  be  employed  only  as  a 
last  resort.  Only  if  our  heartland  were  endangered,  only  if 
our  very  survival  were  threatened,  would  we  be  willing  to 
unleash  such  a  holocaust.  Both  our  allies  and  our  enemies 
know  this— the  former  finding  littie  comfort  in  it  and  the 
latter  Httle  immediate  threat.  Therefore,  it  is  .completely 
unwieldy  as  an  instrument  for  dealing  with  the  everyday 
skirmishes  of  foreign  policy  that  have  less  than  survival 
significance. 

Despite  our  overwhelming  superiority  in  nuclear  weap- 
ons at  that  time,  we  did  not  use  them  to  conclude  the 
Korean  War— instead  it  fizzled  to  an  inconclusive  stale- 
mate. The  present  state  of  unstable  balance  in  nuclear 
retaliatory  capacity  has  produced  an  almost  complete 
"freeze"  as  far  as  foreign  policy  initiative  is  concerned. 
Neither  side  dares  do  anything  boldly— except  talk— for 
fear  of  starting  something  it  doesn't  want  to  finish.  The 
prompt  damping  of  Anglo-French  initiative  toward  Egypt 
and  the  Suez  by  this  country  is  one  example;  another  is 
the  indecisiveness  of  Russia  in  the  Congo;  yet  another 
illustration  of  this  new  state  of  affairs  is  the  way  in  which 
the  Cuban  mouse  has  been  able  to  caper  with  relative 
immunity  about  the  toes  of  the  American  elephant.  To 
borrow  Robert  Colbom's  apt  image  (4),  international 
relations  now  display  the  massive  apathy  of  people  moving 
about  under  water. 
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The  complete  failure  of  deterrence  through  massive 
retaliation  to  provide  a  workable  framework  has  led  some 
people  to  search  for  ways  in  which  ordinary  war  could  be 
preserved  as  an  instrument  of  foreign  policy.  Proposals 
usually  take  one  of  two  forms:  (a)  implicit  agreements  to 
ban  strategic  ("saturation")  nuclear  weapons  while  still 
using  tactical  nuclear  weapons;  (b)  implicit  agreements  to 
restrict  wars  to  the  use  of  conventional,  non-nuclear  weap- 
ons. The  first  version  is  essentially  the  Kissinger  Plan,  as 
developed  in  his  Nuclear  Weapons  and  Foreign  Policy 
(20),  but  which  has  since  been  modified  (cf.  Kissinger's 
paper  in  Daedalus,  14).  The  second  version,  involving 
increased  reliance  on  conventional  weapons,  seems  to  be 
the  present  trend  in  policy.  Both  proposals  assume  that 
international  conflicts  can  be  conducted  as  "gentlemanly 
wars"  in  which  certain  codes  of  conduct  will  be  adhered 
to  by  the  mihtary  and  in  which  adequate,  but  not  "survival 
state,"  morale  can  be  generated  and  maintained  in  civilian 
populations. 

In  the  first  place  it  is  clear  that  as  long  as  strategic 
nuclear  weapons  are  available  and  stockpiled,  even  though 
there  may  be  explicit  or  implicit  agreement  not  to  use 
them,  there  always  exists  the  possibility  of  their  use. 
Therefore,  limited  war  cannot  be  said  to  eliminate  the 
threat  to  our  biological  survival.  Indeed  it  is  the  presence 
of  massive-retaHatory  capacity  in  the  background  that  is 
supposed  to  provide  the  graduated  deterrence  necessary  to 
keep  wars  locahzed— the  very  horror  of  full-scale  nuclear 
war  is  supposed  to  prevent  antagonists  from  unleashing  it. 
But,  by  the  very  same  reasoning,  this  same  horror  already 
should  have  led  us  to  nuclear  disarmament,  promptly 
agreed  to  by  all  sides— yet  it  obviously  hasn't.  If  the  horror 
of  nuclear  attack  has  not  had  this  eflFect  in  a  time  of  relative 
peace,  what  hope  can  we  have  that  it  will  during  a  time 
of  war? 

Proponents  of  limited  war  see  it  as  a  strategy  which  will 
not  only  allow  us  to  protect  the  perimeter  of  our  sphere 
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of  interest  by  countering  aggression  wherever  it  may  occur 
but  one  which  will  also  allow  us  to  take  the  initiative.  The 
use  of  tactical  nuclear  weapons  is  considered  advantageous 
for  the  United  States  because  it  substitutes  highly  mobile 
fire  power  for  sheer  manpower.  How  vahd  are  these  as- 
sumptions? In  the  first  place,  we  can  now  expect  the  Rus- 
sians quickly  to  cancel  out  the  advantage  of  tactical  nuclear 
weapons  with  similar  devices  of  their  own.  Second,  one  can 
understand  how  countries  being  "protected"  might  take  a 
dim  view  of  being  the  sites  of  localized  devastation,  since 
the  whole  concept  of  limited  war  is  to  keep  conflicts 
localized  elsewhere  than  in  the  heartlands  of  the  two  major 
powers.  Finally,  what  about  initiative?  Both  Russia  and 
the  NATO  powers  have  had  conventional  weapons  avail- 
able in  great  magnitude  for  a  long  time,  but  there  has 
been  little  initiative— nor  is  there  likely  to  be  as  long  as  the 
only  protection  against  full-scale  nuclear  war  is  fear  of  it. 
The  particular  danger  in  the  limited-war  conception  is 
what  the  experts  have  come  to  call  escalation.  However 
appealing  the  notion  of  "gentlemanly  war"  may  be  to 
military  men,  it  seems  hardly  feasible,  given  the  attitudes 
and  emotions  generated  in  wartime  by  the  frustrations  of 
a  war  economy,  the  injury  and  death  of  loved  ones,  and 
the  identification  with  far-flung  symbols  of  victory  and 
defeat.  Modem  ideological  wars  are  waged  by  whole  pop- 
ulations, not  by  a  few  champions  following  rigid  codes  of 
honor.  Victories  and  defeats  are  viewed  passionately,  not 
with  the  indifference  of  peasants  watching  a  tournament 
of  knights.  The  will  to  sacrifice  and  fight  is  a  monohthic 
energy,  not  easily  guided  in  its  course.  Even  though  a  con- 
flict might  begin  as  a  localized  affair,  waged  with  con- 
ventional weapons,  each  side  soon  finds  reasons  to  increase 
the  violence  of  its  attack.  Reversals  under  conventional 
weapons  lead  field  commanders  to  employ  tactical  nuclear 
weapons  against  what  they  conceive  to  be  raihtary  targets 
—but  humans  are  fallible,  and  what  was  thought  to  be 
tactical  by  one  side  is  easily  seen  as  strategic  by  the  other. 
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When  facing  a  disastrous  defeat,  full  of  the  hatreds  gener- 
ated by  war,  people  who  would  ordinarily  shun  the  very 
thought  of  nuclear  bombing  of  whole  populations  may 
clamor  for  it. 

When  and  How  Does  Mutual  Deterrence  End? 

Our  political  and  military  leaders  have  been  virtually 
unanimous  in  public  assertions  that  we  must  get  ahead 
and  stay  ahead  in  the  armament  race;  they  have  been 
equally  unanimous  in  saying  nothing  about  what  happens 
then.  Suppose  we  achieve  the  state  of  ideal  mutual  deter- 
rence—capacity to  annihilate  each  other  completely  from 
hardened  land  bases  or  elusive  submarines— ti^/i^zf  then? 
Surely  no  sane  man  can  envisage  our  planet  spinning  on 
into  eternity,  divided  into  two  aimed  camps  poised  to 
destroy  each  other,  and  call  it  "peace"  and  "security"!  The 
point  is  that  the  policy  of  mutual  deterrence  includes  no 
provisions  for  its  own  resolution.  Since  nothing  lasts  for- 
ever, particularly  anything  constructed  of  such  unstable 
components  as  the  balance  of  terror,  we  must  ask  ourselves 
how  this  state  of  affairs  is  likely  to  be  terminated.  We  have 
already  seen  that  escalation  from  little  war  into  big  war  is 
one  possible  resolution. 

Another  possibility,  but  rather  remote,  is  preventive  war. 
The  decision  to  wage  preventive  war  implies  a  sufiBcient 
lead  in  the  armament  race  to  minimize  the  probability  of 
punishing  reprisal  or  a  sufficient  frenzy  to  take  the  gamble. 
In  either  case,  such  a  war  would  necessarily  begin  with  a 
surprise  attack  tliat  would  make  Pearl  Harbor  seem  like  a 
tea  party  in  slow  motion.  This  means  that  preparations 
would  have  to  be  made  in  secret  and  the  final  decision 
reached  through  other  than  democratic  processes.  In  a 
country  like  ours  this  would  probably  mean  a  military 
coup.  In  considering  this  possibility,  it  must  be  kept  in 
mind  that  the  "lead"  need  not  be  in  terms  of  superior 
weapons  or  defense— a  cleverly  designed  infiltration  of  our 
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"hardened"  bases  and  submarines  would  serve  just  as  well. 
It  must  also  be  realized  that  the  longer  a  deterrent  stale- 
mate persists,  the  greater  become  the  internal  pressures  to 
escape  from  the  intolerable  situation  in  one  way  or  another. 

A  more  likely  possibihty  is  pre-emptive  war.  If  at  some 
time  a  nuclear  war  appears  inevitable,  the  advantages  of 
striking  first  are  very  great.  This  means  that  unless  there 
is  rapid  and  full  communication  between  opponents  at 
times  of  crisis,  to  dispel  what  Schelling  (34)  has  called 
"the  reciprocal  fear  of  surprise  attack,"  either  side  may 
choose  what  seems  to  be  the  lesser  risk  of  attacking  first 
—convinced  that  the  other  is  about  to  reach  the  same  con- 
clusion. The  situations  that  could  ^ve  rise  to  reciprocal 
fear  of  surprise  attack  are  innumerable,  e.g.,  an  accidental 
nuclear  explosion,  rebellion  in  one  of  the  satellite  countries, 
United  States  action  against  Cuba,  and  so  forth.  As  we 
shall  see,  the  cold-war  mentality  fosters  the  conviction 
that  the  enemy— being  unlike  us  in  both  morality  and 
rationality— is  likely  to  strike  first  in  time  of  crisis.  This 
conviction  justifies  our  acting  immorally  and  irrationally  to 
beat  him  to  the  punch! 

The  possibilities  of  accidental  war  are  many.  The-y  have 
been  described  by  many  writers,  of  science  and  of  science 
fiction,  and  need  not  be  detailed  here  (however,  cf. 
Herman  Kahn  in  14).  Although  the  absolute  probability  of 
accidental  war  may  be  small,  particularly  given  the  elab- 
orate safeguards  being  devised  for  both  men  and  materials, 
this  is  no  basis  for  security.  Suppose  that  the  probability 
of  throwing  "snake  eyes"  twice  in  a  row  is  only  one  in  a 
thousand;  if  one  keeps  throwing  dice  long  enough,  this 
particular  sequence  is  certain  to  come  up  sooner  or  later. 
By  the  same  argument,  the  longer  the  state  of  mutual 
deterrence  persists,  the  more  and  more  probable  becomes 
the  eventual  occurrence  of  the  kind  of  accident  that  would 
precipitate  full-scale  war.  And  the  consequences  of  double 
"snake  eyes"  in  this  case  are  so  catastrophic  that  no  odds 
are  really  acceptable. 
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Furthermore,  in  considering  accidental  war,  we  must 
keep  in  mind  the  unpredictability  of  human  behuivior  under 
stress.  The  entire  notion  of  mutual  deterrence  as  a  means  of 
preserving  peace  is  predicated  upon  the  assumption  of 
rationality  on  both  sides.  But,  as  the  speed  with  which 
missiles  can  be  deHvered  increases,  the  response  time  for 
retaliation  decreases;  and,  as  retaliation  response-time  de- 
creases, so  does  the  time  available  for  rational  thought  and 
considered  action.  There  must  be  dispersion  of  decision- 
making away  from  central  authority  toward  more  and 
more  people  whose  fingers  are  closer  to  the  "buttons"  that 
must  be  pressed,  and  this  increases  the  chance  that  some- 
one will  be  psychologically  unstable  (irrational).  Further- 
more, we  must  accept  the  fact  that  there  are  people  with 
suicidal  tendencies  who,  in  destroying  themselves,  have  no 
compunctions  about  destroying  others.  The  stresses  of  pro- 
longed mutual  deterrence  can  be  expected  to  increase  the 
numbers  of  such  people,  in  high  places  as  well  as  low. 

Finally  there  is  the  matter  of  dispersion  of  nuclear 
weapons  to  other  nations.  The  probabilities  of  accidental 
war  will  increase  geometrically  with  the  number  of  nations 
possessing  nuclear  weapons.  It  is  estimated  that  by  1970 
at  least  ten  countries  will  have  nuclear  weapons— unless 
controls  are  instituted  (25).  Just  as  the  Colt  .45  brought 
big  men  and  little  men  to  common  stature  in  the  days  of 
the  Old  West,  so  will  nuclear  weapons  become  "the  great 
equalizer"  among  nations.  A  Cuba  armed  with  nuclear 
weapons  could  devastate  the  United  States  as  completely 
as  could  Russia.  We  cannot  expect  the  smaller  nations  to 
forego  the  security  and  power  that  such  equalizers  seem  to 
offer;  to  the  contrary,  we  can  expect  them  to  beg,  borrow, 
and  steal  the  necessary  know-how  and  materials.  Recent 
developments  have  made  it  easier  and  less  expensive  to 
produce  fissionable  materials,  and  chemical  weapons  are 
even  easier  to  produce.  The  period  of  international  "black- 
mail in  a  suitcase"  may  not  be  far  off.  Furthermore,  since 
the  source  of  an  ICBM  attack  or  of  a  chemical  invasion 
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would  be  very  difficult  to  pin-point  in  the  short  time 
available,  it  becomes  possible  for  an  aggressive  Nth  power 
to  touch  o£F  a  full-scale  nuclear  war  between  the  major 
powers.  Then,  surely,  would  the  meek  inherit  the  earth— 
or  what's  left  of  it. 


Negotiating  Agreements  for  Mutual  Disarmament 

We  have  been  considering  only  aggressive  resolutions  of 
the  unstable  balance  of  deterrence.  Are  there  any  non- 
aggressive  possibilities?  The  traditional  way  of  resolving 
international  conflicts  other  than  war  has  been  through 
negotiating  mutual  agreements,  pacts,  or  treaties  govern- 
ing armaments.  If  disarmament  included  nuclear  weapons, 
there  is  no  question  but  what  the  threat  to  biological  sur- 
vival would  be  at  least  temporarily  alleviated.  Such  agree- 
ments would  also  serve  to  reduce  the  external  threat  felt 
by  both  sides  and  thereby  create  conditions  favoring  our 
way  of  life.  But  the  problem  here  is  feasibility. 

It  is  unfortunate  but  ti-ue  that  the  history  of  negotiations 
reveals  an  inverse  relation  between  urgency  and  achieve- 
ment—the greater  the  need  for  disarmament,  the  less  seems 
to  be  the  prospect  for  successful  negotiation.  This  is  be- 
cause both  sides  bring  to  the  conference  table  precisely 
those  attitudes  and  beliefs  which  generated  the  tensions 
and  arms  race  to  begin  with.  Yet  success  in  negotiation 
requires  an  awareness  of  the  greater  threat,  a  trust  in  the 
essential  humanity  of  the  enemy,  and  hence  a  wilHngness 
to  compromise.  As  Bertrand  Russell  has  so  wisely  (but, 
I'm  afraid,  naively)  said,  it  requires  both  sides  to  accept 
a  course  in  which  neither  gains  and  neither  loses.  Let  us 
look  more  closely  into  the  dynamics  of  this  situation. 

Human  perceptions  are  easily  influenced  by  previous 
conditioning,  by  existing  attitudes,  by  dominant  motives. 
If  the  larger  of  two  moving  dots  on  a  screen  is  shown  be- 
hind the  smaller,  it  is  perceived  as  "chasing"  the  little  one; 
if  the  larger  is  shown  in  front  of  the  smaller,  it  is  "leading" 
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the  little  one  (but  rarely  being  chased! ) —our  previous  ex- 
perience with  size  in  interpersonal  relations  influences  our 
perception  of  this  neutral  event  (c£.  Heider  and  Simmel, 
12).  The  objectively  impassive  face  of  a  man  in  a  picket 
line  looks  "threatening"  to  a  representative  of  management, 
but  "determined"  to  a  representative  of  labor— their  atti- 
tudes toward  him  differ.  Elsewhere  (26)  I  have  summa- 
rized a  great  deal  of  experimental  evidence  which  shows 
how  momentary  motives  affect  our  interpretation  of  both 
words  and  events.  Men  who  have  just  experienced  failure 
become  sensitized  to  words  signifying  failure;  hungry  men 
are  prone  to  perceive  food  objects  where  there  are  none; 
ambiguous  words  are  given  interpretations  that  suit  one's 
purposes  and  expectations.  And  as  a  person's  drive  level 
goes  up— as  he  becomes  more  hungry,  more  angry,  more 
anxious,  as  the  case  may  be— the  more  rigid  and  inflexible 
become  his  ways  of  perceiving  and  interpreting  (which  is 
one  reason  why  prospects  of  successful  negotiation  decrease 
as  cold- war  tensions  increase). 

One  experimental  demonstration  of  perceptual  bias  in 
which  I  participated  myself  many  years  ago  seems  par- 
ticularly relevant  here.  Two  bars  of  light  arranged  in  the 
shape  of  an  X  (see  the  accompanying  figures)  are  illu- 
minated in  rapid  alternation,  so  that  what  the  observer  sees 
is  a  single  bar  rotating  from  one  position  to  the  other— the 
familiar  "phi  phenomenon"  used  in  animated  neon  signs. 
Now  if  the  two  crossing  bars  are  aligned  at  right  angles 
to  each  other  (Figure  A)  when  the  observer  first  sees  them, 
he  will  be  about  equally  likely  to  perceive  either  a  "rocking" 
or  a  "teetering"  motion.  If  they  are  originally  aligned  in 
the  vertical  plane  (Figure  J5) ,  he  will  always  see  "rocking"; 
if  they  are  originally  aligned  in  the  horizontal  plane  (Fig- 
ure C),  he  will  always  see  "teetering"— in  other  words,  the 
apparent  movement  ordinarily  tends  to  occur  over  the 
shortest  distance  between  lights.  But  now  suppose  we  start 
the  observer  with  the  bars  in  position  (B)  and,  while  he 
keeps  watching,  we  gradually  shift  the  bars  through  the 
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point  of  objective  equality  and  into  position  (C).  Rather 
than  change  his  mode  of  perception,  the  observer  will  per- 
sist in  seeing  the  original  "rocking"  movement  far  beyond 
the  point  of  objective  equality,  more  and  more  vdldly 
"rocking"  (D) ,  until  suddenly,  at  some  point  of  gross  in- 
equality, it  breaks  into  a  mild,  normal  "teetering." 


Now  what  has  all  this  to  do  with  disarmament  negotia- 
tions? It  provides  a  scientific  background  for  one  of  the  ma- 
jor dynamics  operating  in  negotiations  of  all  types,  which 
I  shall  call  the  biased  perception  of  what  is  equable.  Ber- 
trand  Russell's  rule  about  both  sides  accepting  a  course  in 
which  neither  wins  and  neither  loses  may  be  logical,  but 
it  is  not  psycho-logical.  East  and  West  behave  like  two 
naive  observers  of  this  phi  phenomenon,  trying  to  agree  on 
the  angle  of  objective  balance— when  one  always  starts 
from  the  vertical  orientation  and  the  other  always  from 
the  horizontal.  What  one  side  perceives  as  equable  (fair, 
balanced,  just)  is  likely  to  be  perceived  by  the  other  as 
inequable.  The  same  American  overseas  bases  that  we  see 
as  "defensive"  the  Russians  see  as  "offensive."  The  Soviets 
want  nuclear  disarmament  first  and  inspection  second 
(they  have  a  closed  society's  traditional  fear  of  espionage) ; 
Americans  want  inspection  first  and  disarmament  second 
(they  have  an  open  society's  traditional  fear  of  secrecy). 

The  second  major  dynamic  working  against  successful 
negotiations  is  what  has  been  called  the  self-fulfilling 
prophecy.  This  is  one  of  the  outcomes  of  the  cold-war 
mentality.  Both  sides  approach  disarmament  negotiations 
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with  the  conviction  that  the  other  will  prove  obdurate, 
unreasonable,  and  entirely  self-interested.  Prior  to  each 
conference  the  press  in  each  nation  warns  its  readers  to 
expect  no  progress  because  the  other  side  really  doesn't 
want  peace.  Each  side  believes  the  other  is  really  using  the 
negotiations  to  gain  an  edge  in  the  cold-war  propaganda 
front  (which,  of  course,  they  both  are  because  they  expect 
nothing  else  to  come  of  the  parley).  Beheving  these  things, 
each  side  behaves  during  negotiations  so  as  to  "win"  in  the 
competition,  little  or  nothing  is  achieved,  and  both  parties 
say,  "I  told  you  so."  The  prophecy  has  been  fulfilled,  and 
each  fulfillment  reinforces  the  premise  that  will  set  the 
stage  for  the  next  attempt  at  negotiation. 

The  cold-war  mentality  contributes  yet  another  psycho- 
logical block  to  successful  negotisition— distrust  in  agree- 
ments. Since  the  other  fellow  is  the  enemy,  and  enemies 
are  evil,  it  follows  that  he  will  cheat  where  we  would  not 
—and  one  of  the  deepest  American  anxieties  concerns  be- 
ing "taken  advantage  of,"  "hornswoggled,"  "hoodwinked." 
An  example  of  this  kind  of  thinking  appeared  in  "A  Second 
Open  Letter  to  the  Presidential  Candidates"  (released  Fri- 
day, November  4,  i960)  written  by  Thomas  E.  Murray, 
ex-chairman  of  the  AEC.  In  this  letter  he  argues  for  the 
resumption  of  testing  nuclear  weapons  by  the  United  States, 
particularly  of  a  new  "third  generation"  nuclear  weapon 
primarily  anti-personnel  in  nature.  He  says,  "Nuclear 
technology  does  not  stand  still  or  stand  pat,  certainly  not 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  which  restlessly  and  in  all  secrecy 
seeks  the  means  of  military  advantage."  And  later,  "I  take 
it  for  gi-anted  that  the  Soviet  Union  is  actively  developing 
nuclear  technology  along  this  revolutionary  line.  I  must 
assume  that  they  have  done  some  preliminary  tests  of  the 
new  'fantastic'  weapon.  Such  tests  could  easily  have  been 
carried  on  without  detection."  In  other  words,  there  is  no 
hard  evidence  that  the  Russians  have  been  cheating  on 
their  self-imposed  testing  ban,  but  we  must  "take  it  for 
granted"  that  they  are.  (A  cynical  psychiatrist  might  com- 

178 


Reciprocal  Initiative 

merit  on  the  similarity  of  this  reasoning  to  the  mechanism 
of  projection  he  often  sees  in  his  patients.)  No  inspection 
system  is  ever  going  to  be  loo  per  cent  foolproof,  and  there- 
fore some  degree  of  mutual  trust  is  essential.  As  long  as 
the  prospective  signatories  have  no  faith  that  agreements 
v^^ill  be  kept,  we  cannot  expect  them  to  negotiate  in 
earnest. 

We  have  behind  us  a  long  and  dismal  history  of  un- 
successful negotiation.  It  is  easy  to  blame  it  all  on  the 
Communists,  but  the  mechanisms  we  have  been  discussing 
operate  on  both  sides.  Judging  from  the  woefully  inad- 
equate technical  preparation  of  negotiators  and  the  al- 
most complete  lack  of  government  support  for  studying 
peaceful  solutions  (cf.  papers  by  Humphrey,  Davis,  and 
Wiesner  in  14),  it  would  appear  that  neither  side  holds 
much  hope  for  reaching  agreements  on  arms  control.  And 
there  are,  of  course,  influential  factions  on  both  sides  that 
firmly  believe  in  the  inevitability  of  war  in  some  form  and 
do  not  want  the  arms  race  terminated.  The  crucial  point  is 
that  mutual  agreements  on  arms  control  require  com- 
mitments prior  to  action,  and  in  the  present  climate  of  fear 
and  distrust  it  is  hard  to  see  how  bilateral  commitments 
of  any  significance  could  be  reached. 

THE    COLD-WAR    MENTALITY 

Most  Americans  who  think  about  it  at  all,  and  I'm  sure 
most  Russians  as  well,  are  aware  of  the  danger  in  our 
present  course.  Yet  they  feel  impelled  along  it  with  a  cer- 
tain sense  of  inevitability.  "We  must  learn  to  live  with  it," 
our  newspapers  tell  us;  editorials  complain  about  the  cost 
of  military  preparations,  but  conclude  that  "we  must  grin 
and  pay  it."  What  produces  this  sense  of  inevitability? 
What  dynamic  processes  in  human  thinking  operate  in 
times  of  controversy  to  force  ordinary  disagreements  to- 
ward mutual  destruction?  In  order  to  understand  the  cold- 
war  mentality,  and  also  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  what  I 
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hope  will  be  the  more  constructive  aspects  of  this  paper, 
it  is  necessary  at  this  point  to  inquire  into  several  cognitive 
mechanisms  that  are  well  documented  in  the  psychological 
laboratory. 

Social  Relativity 

"Man  is  the  measure  of  all  things,"  it  has  been  said— 
but  this  is  true,  I  think,  only  to  the  extent  that  his  science 
is  primitive.  One  can  trace  in  the  development  of  science 
a  progressive  freeing  of  man's  measurements  or  observa- 
tions from  the  arbitrary  platform  of  his  own  senses.  Co- 
pernicus removed  om*  planet  from  the  center  of  the  con- 
ceptual universe;  Darwin  removed  our  species  from  the 
center  of  God's  creative  intentions;  Freud  removed  man's 
reason  from  the  center  of  control  in  determining  his  be- 
havior. We  have  yet  to  remove  man's  ethnocentrism  from 
the  central  role  in  determining  his  social  judgments. 

Social  judgments  are  also  made  relative  to  our  own 
"position"  as  an  observer.  What  a  person  perceives  as  "neu- 
tral" or  "normal"  on  any  dimension  of  judgment  depends 
upon  the  range  of  relevant  objects  to  which  he  has  been 
exposed.  These  norms,  taken  together,  constitute  his 
"frame  of  reference"  for  judging  subsequent  objects.  What 
is  "big"  for  the  child  may  be  "little"  for  the  adult;  what 
is  obviously  "loud"  and  "risque"  to  a  New  England  grand- 
mother may  be  "stylish"  and  "conservative"  to  her  teen- 
age granddaughter.  Consistent  shifts  in  the  range  of  ex- 
perience produce  gradual  "drift"  in  our  norms— what  was 
"big"  for  the  child  gradually  becomes  "little"  as  he  ma- 
tures. In  the  process  of  judgment,  stimuli  which  deviate 
only  slightly  from  our  norms  tend  to  assimilate  with  them, 
and  the  differences  are  minimized;  conversely,  stimuli 
which  deviate  a  great  deal  produce  a  contrast  effect,  and 
differences  are  exaggerated.  Scientific  support  for  these  no- 
tions can  be  found  in  classic  psychophysical  investigations 
and  in  more  recent  studies  by  Helson  (13)  on  adaptation 
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level,  by  Johnson  (18)  on  the  generalization  of  reference 
scales,  by  Hovland  and  Sherif  (16),  Peak  (31),  and  others 
on  the  phenomena  of  assimilation  and  contrast  in  social 
as  well  as  physical  judgments. 

We  are  seldom  aware  of  our  own  norms— they  are  pro- 
jected outward  as  the  natural  design  of  the  universe.  For 
my  teen-age  son  to  wear  his  trousers  barely  above  the  mid- 
line of  the  buttocks  is  obviously  sloppy;  for  Khrushchev 
to  pound  his  desk  at  the  UN  with  his  fists  (and  worse, 
with  his  shoesl)  as  a  sign  of  displeasure  is  obviously  boor- 
ish. Nor  are  we  ordinarily  aware  of  drifts  in  our  norms- 
it  is  always  the  things  and  people  "out  there"  that  are 
shifting  while  we  remain  the  bedrock  of  constancy  and 
stability.  It  is  always  the  younger  generation  that  has 
changed,  not  us;  we  thought  and  felt  at  eighteen  just  as  we 
do  now  at  forty-five!  And  so  it  is  with  objects  of  over- 
whelming threat  or  distaste.  During  the  past  decade  we 
have  steadily  but  imperceptibly  adapted  to  the  horror  of 
indiscriminate  civilian  extinction  and  to  the  threat  to  our 
own  survival,  to  the  point  where  we  can  now  read  with 
perfect  equanimity  a  feature  article  telling  how  a  certain 
general  has  been  assigned  the  task  of  selecting  precisely 
the  strategic  (not  tactical)  targets  in  Russia  at  which  our 
nuclear  missiles  will  be  aimed— and  the  certain  knowledge 
that  we  are  being  similarly  pin-pointed  by  some  Russian 
general  hardly  ripples  the  pool  of  our  complacency. 

To  fully  appreciate  the  location  of  our  own  social  norms 
it  is  necessary  to  get  outside  the  mass  of  cultural  stimuli 
to  which  we  have  adapted,  to  get  away  from  the  pervasive 
frame  of  reference  provided  by  our  own  mass  media. 
Spending  time  in  other  countries— particularly  if  one  breaks 
free  of  the  protective  "American  bubble"— is  an  excellent 
way  to  accomplish  this.  During  the  past  year  I  have  spent 
considerable  time  outside  this  country  in  connection  with 
some  cross-cultural  research  we  are  doing.  I  have  found 
the  foreign  press  full  of  refreshing  heresyl  And,  for  both 

181 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

ourselves  and  the  Russians,  I  have  been  moved  to  wish, 
M^ith  Robert  Bums: 

O  wad  some  Power  the  giftie  gi'e  us 
to  see  oursels  as  ithers  see  us! 

But  while  the  cold-war  haze  is  lifted,  and  East- West  rela- 
tions are  treated  with  balance  and  objectivity  in,  say, 
Bombay  and  Teheran,  one  also  needs  to  see  the  snailing, 
fist-shaking  treatment  of  Pakistan-Indian  relations  in  the 
Bombay  newspapers  and  of  Egyptian-Iranian  relations  in 
the  press  of  Teheran  I  The  diflRculty  of  getting  outside  one's 
own  social  conditioning  has  already  been  illustrated  in  my 
analysis  of  bilateral  negotiations;  what  I  called  biased  per- 
ceptions of  what  is  equable  is  simply  a  special  instance  of 
the  relativity  of  human  judgments. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  I  think  one  could  describe  at  least 
three  stages  in  the  development  of  clear  social  thinking— 
or  of  ""becoming  civilized,"  if  you  will.  At  the  simplest, 
most  primitive  stage  we  unconsciously  project  our  own 
frame  of  reference  onto  others.  Since  Ego  assumes  Alter 
to  be  using  the  same  norms  as  himself,  it  follows  that  when 
Alter  sees  as  "straight"  what  to  Ego  is  obviously  "crooked," 
when  he  judges  to  be  "tasteless"  what  to  Ego  is  obviously 
"tasty,"  and  so  on,  he  must  be  deliberately  malingering, 
must  be  evil  in  some  sense,  or  perhaps  sick  or  abnonnal, 
A  classic  example  of  this  is  given  in  Hans  Reusch's  an- 
thropological novel  about  the  Eskimo,  Top  of  the  World: 
the  hero,  Emenek,  plies  his  white  guest  with  his  most  sa- 
vory delicacies,  like  fermented  bear  brain,  and  is  insulted 
when  they  are  turned  down  with  disgust;  his  wife,  Asiak, 
makes  the  final  gesture  of  Eskimo  sociability,  prettying  her 
hair  with  urine,  greasing  her  face  with  melted  blubber, 
and  then  offering  herself,  giggling  and  blushing,  to  their 
guest;  the  poor  man  tries  to  flee,  whereupon  Emenek, 
outraged,  dashes  him  against  the  ice  wall  until  he  is 
dead  (32). 

The  second  stage  is  where  we  recognize  the  relativistic 
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nature  of  Alters  frame  of  reference,  hut  not  our  own.  This 
produces  a  more  humanitarian  approach  to  social  prob- 
lems, a  "forgive  them  for  they  know  not  what  they  do" 
attitude.  This  is  the  level  of  understanding  at  which  we 
account  for  disapproved  behavior  in  others  as  being  due 
to  the  conditions  under  which  they  happen  to  develop. 
Thus  members  of  minority  groups  are  "pushy,"  "aggres- 
sive," or  "immoral,"  because  they  grew  up  in  an  atmos- 
phere of  prejudice  or  without  as  much  education  as  we've 
had.  This  is  "the  White  Man's  burden"  idea,  and  at  least 
it  leads  to  less  punitive  reactions  than  Ernenek's. 

The  third  stage,  and  one  that  is  arrived  at  with  great 
difficulty  and  maintained  with  even  greater  difficulty,  is 
where  we  realize  the  equally  relativistic  nature  of  our  own 
frame  of  reference.  Here  Ego  seeks  to  understand  the  na- 
ture and  location  of  his  own  "platform"  as  well  as  that  of 
Alter.  This  is  the  parent  who  is  able  to  see  that  maybe  his 
own  idea  of  how  high  up  the  trousers  "look  right"  is  essen- 
tially arbitrary.  This  is  the  sensitive— not  "ugly"— American 
who  realizes  that  his  owm  neutral  points  on  the  clean-dirty, 
tasty-distasteful,  or  even  moral-immoral  scales  of  judg- 
ment are  no  more  "natural"  than  those  of  the  Mexican  or 
Hindu.  This  is  also  the  student  of  international  affairs  who 
sees  OTir  own  policies  to  be  as  relative  to  our  own  cultural 
heritage  as  the  enemy's  are  to  his. 

There  are  some  people  who  feel  that  accepting  the  no- 
tion of  relativity  in  human  social  judgment  is  tantamount 
to  claiming  that  there  are  no  absolutes,  no  goods  or  evils, 
no  rights  or  wrongs.  I  would  conclude  just  the  opposite 
—it  is  precisely  because  human  perception  and  judgment 
are  so  liable  to  bias,  so  subject  to  the  prejudice  of  experi- 
ence and  motivation,  that  we  need  continually  to  strive  for 
valid  and  objective  external  criteria.  Certainly  there  are 
criteria  external  to  cultural  experience  that  bear  upon  such 
signfficant  matters  as  the  conditions  for  health  and  disease, 
medical  practices,  population  control,  agricultural  tech- 
niques, how  to  control  floods,  and  even  how  to  build  better 
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bridges.  To  understand,  and  thereby  discount,  the  cold-war 
mentahty,  it  is  particularly  important  that  we  substitute 
objective  for  subjective  criteria  and  tiy  to  see  ourselves  and 
others  more  clearly. 

Psycho-logic 

Over  the  past  two  decades  a  great  deal  of  social  psycho- 
logical research— by  Heider  (ii),  Festinger  (7),  Abelson 
and  Rosenberg  (1),  Osgood,  Suci,  and  Tannenbaum  (29), 
and  many  others— has  been  converging  on  a  conclusion 
about  human  thinking  that  common  sense  had  already 
isolated  as  "the  consistency  of  little  minds."  Unfortunately, 
as  we  shall  see,  the  same  pressures  toward  consistency  af- 
fect big  minds  as  well  as  little,  in  high  places  as  well  as 
low.  I  have  detailed  the  theory  and  evidence  elsewhere 
(28),  but  for  our  present  purposes  the  following  summary 
statements  will  have  to  sujffice:  Whenever  cognitively  in- 
consistent elements  are  forged  together  in  assertions  (in 
news  items  we  read,  in  interpersonal  situations  we  observe, 
etc.),  psychological  stress  toward  consistency  is  produced; 
this  stress  resolves  itself  in  a  variety  of  ways  (denying  the 
truth  of  the  assertion  or  event,  changing  one's  attitude 
toward  one  of  the  elements,  etc. ) ,  but  typically  the  resolu- 
tion is  one  which  requires  a  minimum  of  cognitive  restruc- 
turing. In  other  words,  human  beings  generally  react  to 
events  which  do  not  fit  their  expectations,  to  propositions 
which  are  inconsistent  with  their  existing  attitudes,  with 
mental  adjustments  designed  to  preserve  as  simple  and 
stable  a  "world  view"  as  possible.  Each  of  us  has  a  set  of 
highly  intense  values— concerning  our  self-image,  our  fam- 
ily, our  religion,  our  nation,  our  job— which  serve  as  anchor 
points  for  our  cognitive  structure,  and  these  exert  a 
pushing-pulling  effect  upon  all  other  ideas  we  encounter. 

What  results  is  a  kind  of  pseudo-logic,  or  psycho-logic, 
to  which  we  are  all  susceptible  to  some  degree— particu- 
larly when  we  are  emotional,  are  not  alert,  or  are  dealing 
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with  matters  outside  our  own  areas  of  special  training. 
Psycho-logic  underlies  the  oversimplified  "two-valued 
orientation"  stressed  by  General  Semantics.  Thus,  if  we  like 
Ike,  and  he  happens  to  praise  some  congressman  from 
Timbuktu,  this  relatively  unknown  congressman  tends  to 
rise  in  our  estimation  (it  is  consistent  for  us  to  favor  things 
favored  by  people  we  like  and  respect) ;  but  let  Mr.  Khru- 
shchev comment  on  this  congressman's  sound  ideas— a  type 
of  assertion  popularly  known  as  "the  kiss  of  death"— then 
psycho-logically,  but  not  logically,  we  find  ourselves  dis- 
trusting this  man  (it  is  consistent  for  us  to  be  against  things 
favored  by  those  we  dislike ) ,  It  is  not  logical  for  us  to 
conclude  that  a  man  who  beats  his  wife  is  a  worse  poet 
therefore,  but  it  is  psycho-logical.  The  fact  that  psycho- 
logic may  sometimes  lead  to  logical  conclusions  does  not 
validate  the  process. 

Psycho-logic  runs  rampant  in  the  area  of  international 
relations,  where  the  usual  corrective  process  of  reality  test- 
ing is  difficult  to  apply.  It  fosters  what  Robert  Colbom,  an 
editor  of  Business  Week,  has  called  (4)  "the  corrupting 
myth  of  an  apocalyptic  world  struggle  between  Commu- 
nism and  some  indescribable  side  of  the  angels."  It  is  what 
leads  many  people  to  conclude  that  Nehru  is  pro-Commu- 
nist because  he  insists  on  India's  neutrality  ("If  you're  not 
with  us  you  must  be  against  us").  It  is  the  dynamism  be- 
hind the  self-fulfilling  prophecy:  It  is  consistent  for  us  to 
expect  the  Soviets  to  cheat  on  any  arms-control  agreement 
and  to  use  any  negotiation  for  cold-war  propaganda. 
Psycho-logic  has  made  the  enemy  in  every  past  war  into  a 
bogy  man— the  Simon  Legree  of  the  Civil  War,  the  mur- 
derous Santa  Anna  of  the  war  with  Mexico,  the  Kaiser  of 
the  First  World  War,  the  cruel,  bucktoothed  Jap  of  the 
Second  World  War— even  though  not  long  before  the  war, 
and  soon  after,  he  may  have  been  our  friend  and  ally. 
Here  again,  of  course,  there  may  happen  to  be  elements  of 
logical  validity  in  these  images,  Adolf  Hitler  being  a  case  in 
point,  but  the  process  is  independent  of  validity. 
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What  are  the  dynamics  of  bogy  building?  Given  the 
behef  by  each  side  that  we  are  good,  kind,  fair,  and  so  on 
—a  necessary  and  generally  valid  belief  as  far  as  everyday 
human  relations  are  concerned— and  given  also  the  logical 
opposition  between  we  and  them,  between  friend  and 
ENEMY,  psycho-logic  dictates  that  they,  the  enemy,  must 
be  bad,  cruel,  unfair,  and  so  on  through  the  opposites  of  all 
traits  we  attribute  to  ourselves.  This  conception  serves  both 
to  justify  aggressive  behavior  by  we  against  them  and  ef- 
fectively to  nullify  any  non-aggressive,  conciliatory  ploys 
by  THEM  as  being  deceptions.  But  what  happens  when 
WE  are  exposed  to  real  live  thems— when  we  visit  their 
homes  and  farms,  or  vice  versa,  and  find  them  friendly, 
sociable,  and  in  many  ways  just  like  us?  The  cognitive  line 
of  least  resistance  in  this  case  is  to  further  discriminate 
among  them— it  is  the  enemy  leaders  who  are  the  bad, 
dangerous  fellows,  and  we  begin  to  wonder  psycho- 
logically why  the  good  Russian  people  don't  overthrow 
their  bad  communist  leaders  (just  as,  no  doubt,  the  Rus- 
sian man  in  the  street  wonders  why  the  good  American 
WORKERS,  just  like  him,  haven't  yet  begun  the  revolution 
against  their  bad  capitalist  leaders!). 

Once  the  fundamental  evaluative  polarity  has  been  es- 
tablished, then  psycho-logic  operates  subtly  but  continu- 
ously on  the  interpretation  of  all  subsequent  incoming  in- 
formation. One  effect  is  to  push  both  sides  down  reciprocal 
paths  of  self-delusion.  In  our  own  case,  observe  the  alac- 
rity and  near  imiversality  with  which  our  media  people 
jumped  on  the  "blame  it  all  on  Khrushchev"  bandwagon 
even  before  the  dust  of  the  summit  fiasco  had  settled— in 
the  face  of  evidence  of  a  good  share  of  culpability  on  our 
own  side  and  at  the  expense  of  healthy  self-criticism.  Or 
witness  the  ease  with  which  we  have  accepted  the  oflBcial 
interpretation  that  the  demonstrations  in  Japan  were 
Communist-inspired;  the  intensely  pacifistic  attitude  of 
many  people  in  that  country  and  their  legitimate  concern 
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about  again  being  the  target  for  atomic  bombs  because  of 
American  bases  there  has  hardly  been  mentioned. 

Another  effect  is  the  setting  up  of  double  standards  of 
national  morality.  Exactly  the  same  behavior  is  moral  if 
WE  do  it  but  immoral  if  they  do  it.  Why?  Because  different 
motives  are  attributed  to  we  and  to  they  in  keeping  with 
psycho-logic.  Witness  the  debate  over  the  U-2  spy-plane 
incident.  It  is  legitimate  for  us  to  spy  on  them  in  order  to 
defend  ourselves  against  treacherous  surprise  attack;  but 
since  they  view  themselves  as  peace-loving,  not  treacher- 
ous, our  justification  is  incredible  in  their  eyes  and  our  in- 
sistence on  continuing  such  flights  aggressive.  Or  observe 
the  conclusion  of  an  editorial  in  a  local  newspaper  on  the 
downing  of  a  C-47  in  East  Germany:  "It  was  not  to  be 
expected  that  the  Americans  would  receive  the  courtesies 
and  comforts  showered  upon  those  Russian  sailors  who  .  .  . 
were  rescued  from  their  open  boat  .  .  .  and  given  the 
grand  tour  in  this  country.  There  is  satisfaction  here  that 
the  C-47  incident  had  a  happy  ending,  even  if  the  Russians 
were  actuated  by  propaganda  motives  and  hope  to  profit 
from  their  action." 

We  expect  the  normal  human  being  to  defend  himself 
against  attack,  including  mental  attack.  We  expect  him  to 
refute  any  suggestion  that  he  is  wrong  or  immoral.  But  we 
also  expect  him  to  be  accessible  to  facts,  pleasant  or  un- 
pleasant. If  he  is  not,  if  he  refuses  to  accept  reality,  then 
we  place  him  in  an  institution.  Unfortunately  there  are  no 
institutions  for  nations.  If  whole  groups  of  people,  includ- 
ing their  leaders,  refuse  to  accept  reality,  if  their  commu- 
nications media  consistently  paint  self-righteous  pictures  in 
disregard  of  facts,  then  there  is  no  court  to  dispel  the  dan- 
gerous process  of  self-delusion.  Both  Russia  and  the  United 
States,  along  with  all  other  nations  on  this  globe,  have  been 
steadily  manufacturing  their  own  versions  of  reality  in  ab- 
solute blacks  and  whites.  As  those  of  us  who  deal  with 
individual  human  beings  under  stress  realize  so  well,  there 
are  seldom,  if  ever,  absolute  blacks  and  whites.  But  in  the 
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behavior  of  nations  we  are  asked  to  think  hke  worms.  Both 
sides  need  thoughtful  self-criticism  from  within,  but  the 
psycho-logic  of  mass  self-justification  makes  this  very  diffi- 
cult to  apply— and  support  once  it  has  been  applied. 

Finally  it  must  be  emphasized  that  such  psycho-logic 
constitutes  the  deepest  resistance  to  any  non-aggressive, 
co-operative  strategies  in  foreign  policy.  To  illustrate  this 
point,  let  us  recall  the  good  philosopher  Socrates  from  his 
grave  and  ask  him  to  apply  his  method  of  questioning  to  a 
typical  American— realizing  full  well  that  the  philosopher 
would  reach  similar  conclusions  if  he  appeared  on  the 
streets  of  Moscow. 

Suppose,  says  Socrates,  that  Russian  Man  were  to  decide 
that  war  under  present  conditions  is  intolerable  and  were 
publicly  to  destroy  all  of  his  weapons— would  you,  Ameri- 
can Man,  leap  to  destroy  him  in  a  nuclear  holocaust?  Of 
course  not,  replies  American  Man— we  are  only  concerned 
with  protecting  ourselves,  not  destroying  others.  Would 
you  overrun  the  Soviet  Union,  asks  Socrates,  and  enslave 
the  Russian  people?  For  goodness  sake,  American  Man  re- 
plies with  a  grin,  we  have  no  imperialist  ambitions— and, 
in  any  case,  a  world  unified  under  our  way  of  life  would 
be  as  good  for  them  as  for  us.  To  tell  the  truth,  he  adds, 
we'd  welcome  the  chance  to  get  rid  of  our  weapons  and 
live  in  peace.  Very  well,  then,  says  the  wise  Socrates,  do 
you  think  that  Russian  Man  would  leap  to  destroy  you 
with  his  nuclear  missiles  if  you  were  to  lay  down  your 
weapons  and  render  yourself  defenseless?  Here  there  is  a 
long  pause.  Finally  American  Man  replies  that  maybe  the 
Russians  wouldn't,  but  he  can't  afFord  to  take  a  chance  on 
it— and,  in  any  case,  he  adds,  they  would  certainly  take 
advantage  of  our  helplessness  by  overrunning  the  world 
and  making  Communists  out  of  eveiybody.  You  apparently 
wish  me  to  conclude,  says  Socrates,  that  Russian  Man  is 
intrinsically  different  from  American  Man.  But  can  you 
support  your  opinion  with  reason? 

I  can  almost  hear  the  objections  of  many  readers  at  this 
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point.  It  may  be  true  that  Americans  would  react  to  a 
defenseless  enemy  in  humane  ways,  but  the  Russians  are 
another  matter  altogether.  As  Sidney  Hook  (15)  has  said, 
men  like  Stalin,  Bulganin,  and  Khrushchev— the  whole 
crew  in  the  Kremhn— are  power-mad  fanatics.  "Today,  a 
Communist  world  would  be  a  tightly  knit  despotism  of 
fear  without  sanctuaries,  without  interstices  to  hide,  with- 
out possibilities  for  anonymity.  ...  A  Communist  world 
could  easily  become  a  scientific  Gehenna  .  .  .  our  children 
and  grandchildren  may  curse  us  for  turning  them  over  to 
the  jailers  of  a  Communist  1984  in  which,  brainwashed 
and  degraded,  they  are  not  even  free  to  die  imtil  their 
masters  give  them  leave."  Now  I  certainly  do  not  claim 
any  exclusive  possession  of  the  truth,  and  it  could  be  that 
Hook  is  more  nearly  right  in  this  than  I  am.  But  I  can  show 
how  such  bogy-man  conceptions  of  the  enemy  develop  nat- 
urally out  of  the  dynamics  of  human  thinking— when  little 
minds  seek  simple  consistencies  in  a  complex  world,  or  big 
minds  like  Hook's  operate  under  intense  emotion,  as  I  sus- 
pect was  the  case.  The  admonition  to  'Tcnow  thyself"  is 
a  propos  here;  only  to  the  extent  that  we  understand  the 
workings  of  our  own  minds  can  we  arrive  at  policies  which 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  reason  and  reality. 

Cognitive  Stereotypy 

As  we  trace  the  course  of  evolution,  and  more  particu- 
larly the  development  of  the  cortex,  we  find  higher  species 
capable  of  maintaining  longer  delays,  employing  more  ex- 
tended foresight,  and  striving  for  more  remote  goals. 
Within  each  species  the  more  intelligent  members  display 
these  capacities  to  a  greater  degree  than  the  less  intelligent. 
But  intense  emotion  has  the  effect  of  primitivizing  this  ca- 
pacity, and  the  motivational  conditions  of  controversy 
(e.g.,  our  present  tensions/arms-race  dilemma)  are  pre- 
cisely those  designed  to  restrict  our  perspective  and  fore- 
sight. 
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The  basic  psychological  notion  here  is  that,  beyond  some 
optimum  level  for  facilitation,  increased  motivation  serves 
not  only  to  energize  the  organism  but  also  to  restrict  its 
capacity  to  select  among  alternatives  at  all  levels  of  be- 
havioral organization.  The  result  is  that  heightened  emo- 
tion and  drive  tend  to  produce  stereotypy,  in  perception, 
in  interpretation,  and  in  association,  as  weU  as  in  overt 
behavior.  When  emotionally  driven,  we  tend  to  see  things 
in  terms  of  our  most  probable  expectations,  to  decide  things 
along  the  most  habitual  lines,  and  to  act  most  predictably. 
The  scientific  underpinnings  here  are  implicit  in  Hull's  be- 
havior theory  (17)  and  explicit  in  the  more  recent  work  of 
Spence  and  his  associates  (36);  Hebb  (10),  Malmo  (23), 
and  otliers  have  provided  tie-ins  with  the  neurophysiology 
of  the  activation  systems;  I  have  utilized  these  notions  in 
analyzing  the  motivational  dynamics  of  language  behavior 
(2.6).  The  expected  stereotypy  effects  were  demonstrated, 
for  example,  in  a  comparison  of  suicide  notes  with  ordi- 
nary letters  to  friends  and  relatives  (30)  and  in  a  com- 
parison of  word  association  under  high  and  low  drive 
conditions  (3)— in  both  cases  the  more  driven  subjects  dis- 
played less  spontaneity,  less  diversity,  less  flexibility. 

One  effect  of  drive-produced  stereotypy  is  that  it  reduces 
capacity  to  solve  problems.  Rational  problem  solving  re- 
quires that  one  understand  his  own  ultimate  goals,  weigh 
the  consequences  of  alternative  means  to  these  goals,  and 
then  select  among  the  alternatives  in  terms  of  their  success 
probabilities.  And,  of  course,  problem  situations  are  more 
or  less  defined  by  the  fact  that  the  dominant,  habitual 
responses  don't  work— if  they  did,  there  obviously  wouldn't 
be  any  problem.  Yet,  as  we  have  seen,  the  effect  of  height- 
ened emotion  is  both  to  reduce  awareness  of  available  al- 
ternatives and  decrease  the  probability  of  any  novel  re- 
sponses. A  normally  intelligent  raccoon  trying  to  get  out 
from  under  a  stinging  shower  will  persistently  bang  its 
head  against  a  locked  door  that  used  to  be  open,  com- 
pletely ignoring  free  passageways  to  left  and  right. 
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In  strictly  analogous  fashion,  nations  today  are  lumber- 
ing down  the  one  habitual  path  to  "security"— bigger  and 
better  weapons— gathering  as  they  go  tensions  which  make 
it  less  and  less  possible  to  conceive  of  any  other  alternatives. 
This  has  always  been  the  dominant  response  to  external 
threat,  and,  being  habitual,  this  course  is  felt  to  be  "realis- 
tic." Unfortunately  "realistic"  is  usually  equated  with  what 
is  familiar,  "tried  and  true."  Anthropologists  have  de- 
scribed cultures  that,  through  blind  adherence  to  practices 
that  once  were  reahstic,  have  gradually  committed  suicide. 
I  think  that  we  are  in  exactly  the  same  spot.  We  are  con- 
tinuing to  practice  rites  and  rituals  of  international  relations 
that  were  developed  in  and  appropriate  to  the  past— firmly 
beheving  them  to  be  realistic— in  a  nuclear  present  that 
renders  them  suicidal. 

Foreshortening  of  perspective  is  another  result  of  height- 
ened emotion  and  motivation.  A  monkey  that  has  been 
trained  under  ordinary  levels  of  drive  to  delay  his  opening 
of  a  drawer  for  several  minutes  will,  when  made  very  hun- 
giy  or  frightened,  reach  for  the  drawer  right  away  and 
therefore  lose  his  peanut.  Similarly,  in  this  age  of  awful 
military  power,  people  feel  driven  to  reach  for  immediate 
security,  however  illusory  it  may  be,  and  are  also  in  danger 
of  losing  their  peanuts.  The  truly  magnificent  achievements 
of  human  science— achievements  that  soon  may  free  us 
from  earthly  bondage  and  catapult  us  toward  the  stars- 
seem  to  have  significance  only  wdthin  the  petty  framework 
of  the  cold  war.  Our  leaders,  almost  wdthout  exception, 
seem  fixated  upon  the  immediate  goal  of  passing  or  staying 
ahead  of  the  Russians  in  total  military  power,  in  numbers 
of  engineers  produced,  in  economic  growth,  in  prestige— as 
if  we  were  engaged  in  some  back-alley  foot  race.  The  larger 
goals  of  the  human  species  and  the  civilization  which  it 
has  built  together,  not  separately,  are  lost  in  the  scufile. 
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The  Sense  of  Inevitability 

Most  Americans  are  filled  with  the  basically  irrational 
conviction  that  the  only  way  to  avoid  military  conflict  with 
the  Communist  world  is  to  prepare  for  it.  Now  we  are  in 
a  better  position  to  understand  this  conviction.  Uncon- 
sciously projecting  our  own  norms  and  values,  v/e  feel 
threatened  when  they  are  not  adhered  to  and  attribute  it 
to  the  essential  boorishness  and  deceit  of  others.  By  en- 
couraging self-delusion  and  condoning  a  double  standard 
of  national  morality,  our  psycho-logic  has  created  an  over- 
simplified world  inhabited  by  angels  and  bogy  men.  Every- 
thing becomes  channeled  into  this  one  overwhelming 
polarity  of  good  and  evil— Cuba  is  seen  as  a  Communist 
outpost  (when  there  is  probably  nothing  more  Communist 
about  Castro  Cuba  than  there  is  democratic  about  Franco 
Spain)  and  even  school  integration  in  the  South  is  viewed 
by  some  as  Communist-inspiredl  Faced  apparently  with 
such  powerful  and  expanding  evil,  mounting  anxiety  nar- 
rows our  perspective,  robs  us  of  our  problem-solving  capac- 
ity, and  forces  us  into  the  most  stereotyped  and  traditional 
responses  to  external  danger— maintaining  a  threatening 
posture  and  building  weapons  as  fast  as  we  can.  Now  if 
the  enemy  is  in  truth  inhuman  and  completely  unlike  us, 
then  we  have  no  choice  but  to  kill  and  be  killed.  Or,  if  the 
enemy  is  entirely  human  and  much  like  us,  but  we  and 
he  continue  to  hew  inflexibly  to  present  policies,  then  nu- 
clear holocaust  is  equally  inevitable. 

INITIATIVE    THROUGH   UNILATERAL    ACTION 

Nuclear  deterrence  has  frozen  initiative  in  foreign  policy 
along  traditional  lines.  Paradoxically,  the  very  capacity  for 
destruction  which  nuclear  technology  represents,  the  very 
power  it  confers,  serves  to  inhibit  freedom  of  action  by 
those  who  possess  it.  Is  there  any  solution?  Can't  we  get 
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rid  of  these  new  weapons  and  go  back  to  the  almost 
friendly  pattern  of  "war  as  usual"?  No,  we  can  never  go 
back— the  scientific  knowledge  that  yields  the  nuclear  tech- 
nology is  irreversible.  Can't  we  somehow  reach  mutual 
agreements  with  the  Russians  on  disarmament?  The  pros- 
pects are  not  good,  as  we  have  seen.  The  same  forces  that 
have  created  the  arms  race  militate  against  success  in 
mutual  negotiations— and  it  is  not  only  the  Russians  with 
whom  we  must  negotiate.  Unilateral  acts  of  an  aggressive, 
tension-mcrea^'ng  nature  have  become  prohibitively  dan- 
gerous, and  therefore  the  whole  notion  of  power  politics 
has  now  become  anachronistic.  We  stand  with  terrible 
power  but  shorn  of  initiative.  What  about  unilateral  acts 
of  a  tension-reducing  nature?  Abject  unilateral  disarma- 
ment is  unfeasible;  it  asks  American  Man  to  act  in  a 
uniquely  civilized  way  and  to  assume  that  Russian  Man 
would  respond  in  kind— but  human  culture  is  not  ready 
for  such  a  big  step.  However,  there  are  other  forms  of 
unilateral,  tension-reducing  action,  and  these  we  must  now 
explore  in  the  hope  of  discovering  some  way  out  of  the 
Great  Freeze. 

The  Ai-ms  Race  in  Reverse 

Imagine  two  husky  men  standing  facing  each  other 
near  the  middle,  but  on  opposite  sides,  of  a  long  and 
rigid  seesaw  balanced  over  an  abyss.  As  either  man 
takes  a  step  outward,  the  other  must  compensate  with 
a  nearly  equal  step  outward  on  his  side  or  the  balance 
will  be  destroyed.  The  farther  out  they  move,  the 
greater  the  unbalancing  effect  of  each  step,  and  the 
more  agile  and  quick  to  react  both  men  must  become 
to  maintain  the  precarious  equilibrium.  To  make  the 
situation  even  worse,  both  of  these  husky  men  realize 
that  this  teetering  board  has  some  limit  to  its  tensile 
strength— at  some  point  it  is  certain  to  crack,  dropping 
them  both  to  destruction.  So  both  men  are  frightened, 
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but  neither  is  willing  to  admit  it  for  fear  the  other 
might  take  advantage  of  him. 

How  are  these  two  men  to  escape  from  this  dan- 
gerous situation,  a  situation  in  which  the  fate  of  each 
is  bound  up  with  that  of  the  other?  One  reasonable 
solution  immediately  presents  itself:  Let  them  agree 
to  walk  slowly  and  carefully  back  toward  the  center 
of  the  teetering  board  in  unison.  To  do  this  they  must 
trust  each  other.  But  these  men  do  not  trust  each 
other,  and  each  supposes  the  other  to  be  irrational 
enough  to  destroy  them  both  unless  he  (Ego)  pre- 
serves the  balance.  But  now  let  us  suppose  that  it 
occurs  to  one  of  these  men  that  perhaps  the  other  is 
just  as  frightened  as  he  is  and  would  also  welcome 
some  way  of  escaping  from  this  intolerable  situation. 
So  this  man  decides  to  gamble  on  his  new  insight  and 
calls  out  loudly,  "I  am  taking  a  small  step  toward 
youl"  The  other  man,  rather  than  have  the  precarious 
balance  upset,  also  takes  a  tentative  step  forward, 
whereupon  the  first  takes  yet  another,  larger  step. 
Thus  they  work  their  ways  back  to  safety  by  a  series 
of  unilateral,  yet  reciprocal,  steps— very  much  as  they 
had  originally  moved  out  against  each  other. 

As  a  form  of  international  behavior,  the  arms  race  is  a 
case  of  graduated,  but  reciprocal,  unilateral  action.  It  is 
obviously  unilateral,  in  that  the  nation  developing  a  new 
weapon,  increasing  its  stockpile,  or  setting  up  a  new  mili- 
tary base  does  not  make  its  action  contingent  upon  any 
agreement  with  the  other  side.  It  is  reciprocal  because 
each  increment  in  miHtary  power  by  one  side  provides  the 
stimulus  for  intensified  efforts  by  the  other  to  catch  up  and 
get  ahead.  The  arms  race  is  necessarily  graduated:  first,  by 
the  irregular  and  somewhat  unpredictable  pace  at  which 
scientific  technology  develops  and  second  by  oscillating 
national  moods  of  fear  and  relative  complacency.  Is  it  pos- 
sible that  the  arms  race  provides  a  model  for  its  own  re- 
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versal?  Graduated  and  reciprocated  unilateral  action  of  a 
tension-reducing  nature  is  certainly  conceivable— but  is  it 
feasible  under  present  conditions?  In  the  remainder  of  this 
paper  I  will  try  to  show  that,  given  the  same  dedication 
and  effort  we  have  been  pouring  into  the  arms  race,  its 
reversal  is  certainly  feasible;  more  than  that,  given  existing 
capacities  for  nuclear  retaliation,  some  policy  of  this  sort 
may  well  be  the  only  avenue  left  for  positive  foreign  policy. 

Graduated  Reciprocation  in  Tension  Reduction 

Perhaps  the  most  general  characterization  of  my  pro- 
posal would  be  that  it  asks  for  a  deliberate  "peace  offen- 
sive" designed  to  induce  reciprocation  by  an  enemy.  It  is 
an  offensive  in  deeds  rather  than  words,  but  the  deeds  are 
carefully  graduated  in  magnitude  of  risk  so  as  to  maintain 
tolerable  levels  of  dignity  and  security.  The  actions  we 
might  undertake  would  be  highly  diversified  and  an  op- 
ponent would  not  be  able  to  predict  their  time  and  place, 
but  all  our  actions  would  be  intended  to  reduce  tensions. 
The  range  of  acts  envisaged  is  much  broader  than  "dis- 
armament" and  even  broader  than  "disengagement,"  as 
usually  conceived,  since  much  more  than  arms  control  is 
involved,  and  even  "engagement"  in  certain  co-operative 
activities  would  be  included.  The  goal  is  reversal  of  the 
tensions/arms-race  spiral  and  creation  of  an  atmosphere  in 
which  steps  toward  a  more  permanent  solution  of  the 
problem  of  survival  in  the  nuclear  age  can  be  taken.  The 
following  principles  are  intended  to  guide  us  to  this  goal. 

Inducing  Reciprocation 

i)  Our  unilateral  acts  must  he  perceived  hij  an  oppo- 
nent as  reducing  his  external  threat.  To  be  most  effective 
in  inducing  an  opponent  to  reciprocate,  the  initiator  must 
attempt  to  reduce  his  opponent's  level  of  tension  so  that 
the  opponent,  in  turn,  acquires  increased  freedom  for  ac- 
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tion.  This  means  that  the  acts  must  not  be  advantageous 
to  the  initiator  in  terms  of  military  aggression;  they  may  or 
may  not  be  mihtarily  disadvantageous— although,  of  course, 
militarily  disadvantageous  actions  have  an  additional  de- 
gree of  "bonafideness."  As  we  shall  see  later  in  a  hypotheti- 
cal example,  the  ways  in  which  perception  of  external 
threat  may  be  reduced  are  many  and  varied. 

2)  Our  unilateral  acts  must  be  accompanied  by  explicit 
invitations  to  reciprocation.  In  the  recent  history  of  Russo- 
American  relations  there  have  been  many  instances  of  uni- 
lateral, tension-reducing  actions  on  both  sides,  but  they 
have  been  largely  abortive— because  they  were  not  an- 
nounced in  advance  as  part  of  a  consistent  policy,  were 
not  explicit  as  to  expected  reciprocation,  and  were  there- 
fore never  disentangled  from  the  cold  war.  It  is  the  fact 
that  reciprocation  is  expected  which  must  be  made  explicit. 
Reciprocation  might  be  the  same  or  different  in  kind,  de- 
pending on  the  nature  of  the  initiating  act  and  it  need 
not  be  objectively  balanced  in  quantity;  as  Fisher  (8)  has 
pointed  out,  the  burden  of  an  identical  rule  may  be  quite 
different  in  two  countries  (e.g.,  openness  of  inspection  in 
the  United  States  and  the  U.S.S.R.).  In  some  cases  the 
invitation  to  reciprocation  may  be  entirely  open-ended, 
leaving  the  selection  of  appropriate  response  up  to  the  op- 
ponent, or  we  may  merely  intimate  what  we  hope  for  in 
return  for  our  concession.  Explicit  invitation  to  reciprocate 
serves  several  purposes:  it  encourages  the  opponent  ac- 
tively to  consider  tension-reducing  alternatives;  it  assures 
him  that  we  will  correctly  interpret  his  action;  and  it  in- 
dicates that  we  believe  his  motives  parallel,  if  not  identical, 
to  ours. 

3)  Unilateral  acts  must  be  executed  regardless  of  prior 
commitment  by  the  opponent  to  reciprocate.  This  is  the 
characteristic  that  distinguishes  this  policy  most  clearly 
from  mutual  negotiation  and  allows  a  reasonable  degree 
of  initiative.  We  have  already  seen  how  attempts  at  ne- 
gotiating agreements  under  conditions  of  high  tension  are 
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bedeviled  by  biased  perceptions  of  what  is  equable  and 
by  self-fulfilling  prophecies.  As  long  as  we  remain  chained 
to  the  requirement  of  prior  commitment  by  the  opponent, 
our  freedom  of  action  is  greatly  restricted,  as  is  his.  Fur- 
thermore, our  execution  of  a  previously  announced  action 
serves  to  contradict  cries  of  "cold-war  propaganda,"  and 
the  opponent's  prophecy  is  not  fulfilled— which  is  a  sig- 
nificant learning  experience  for  him.  Furthermore,  as 
Fisher  (8)  has  also  pointed  out,  unilateral  action  has  dis- 
tinct advantages  where  perceptions  of  what  is  equable  are 
biased  or  where  the  same  rule  might  be  unequally  burden- 
some on  two  countries— it  is  more  flexible  in  that  it  allows 
for  equality  of  intent  and  spirit  despite  inequality  in  spe- 
cific performance. 

4)  Unilateral  acts  must  he  planned  in  sequences  and 
continued  over  considerable  periods  regardless  of  reciproca- 
tion by  an  opponent.  Where  the  announcement  of  an  ini- 
tial act  may  be  greeted  with  cries  of  "propaganda"  by  an 
opponent,  particularly  since  it  would  be  small  in  magnitude 
of  risk,  and  where  even  its  subsequent  execution  could 
still  be  considered  a  cold-war  "trick,"  the  announcement 
and  then  execution  of  the  next— and  the  next,  and  the  next 
—makes  it  harder  and  harder  to  maintain  this  interpreta- 
tion. Not  only  is  the  self-fulfilling  prophecy  being  repeat- 
edly denied,  but  the  bogy-man  conception  of  their  enemy 
(ourselves)  is  becoming  less  tenable— the  machinations  of 
psycho-logic  (ordinarily  reinforced  by  the  threatening  pos- 
ture of  the  enemy)  must  become  more  and  more  complex 
and  ludicrous  until  they  fall  of  their  own  weight.  This, 
again,  is  a  forced  learning  process  we  are  able  to  induce 
unilaterally.  Maintaining  a  series  of  unilateral,  tension- 
reducing  acts  produces  a  cumulative  pressure  toward  re- 
ciprocation. 

5)  Unilateral  acts  must  be  announced  in  advance  of 
execution  and  widely  publicized  to  ally,  neutral,  and 
enemy  countries  as  part  of  a  consistent  policy.  Tension- 
reducing  acts  are  likely  to  lose  some  of  their  impact  if 
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announcement  and  execution  are  coincident.  Rather,  time 
intervals  between  announcement  and  execution  should  be 
planned,  these  being  just  sufiRcient  for  rational  considera- 
tion by  an  opponent,  for  his  preparation  of  reciprocative 
action,  and  for  world  opinion  to  mobilize.  This  means  that 
the  time  interval  will  necessarily  vary  with  the  nature  of 
the  act.  However,  the  announcement  of  each  act  should 
include  the  proposed  time  of  execution;  otherwise,  both 
the  announcement  and  the  execution  would  lose  much  of 
their  force.  General  public  announcement  should  be  made 
for  several  reasons:  first,  many  of  our  acts  would  invite 
reciprocation  from  several  or  even  all  other  countries;  sec- 
ond, one  of  the  major  pressures  toward  reciprocation  by 
the  opponent  would  come  from  favorable  reactions  in  the 
neutral  or  uncommitted  nations;  third,  we  would  be  in- 
terested in  offering  a  new  model  of  international  behavior 
to  all  nations.  Linking  each  announced  action  with  a  con- 
sistent policy  of  tension  reduction  through  graduated  and 
(hopefully)  reciprocated  unilateral  acts  would  serve  both 
to  disentangle  it  from  the  cold  war  and  to  augment  its 
cumulative  impact  by  explicit  identification  with  other  ac- 
tions, past  and  future. 

Maintaining  Security 

i)  Unilateral  acts  must  he  graduated  in  risk  potential, 
should  they  not  he  reciprocated  or  should  they  he  ex- 
ploited hy  an  opponent.  Being  a  highly  unconventional  in- 
ternational policy,  because  of  both  its  unilateral  and  its 
non-aggressive  nature,  graduated  and  reciprocated  tension 
reduction  is  liable  to  suspicion  abroad  and  resistance  at 
home.  Therefore,  its  initial  phases  must  be  viewed  as  a 
learning  experience  on  both  sides  of  the  fence.  If  the  cor- 
rect national  behavior  is  to  be  acquired,  the  probabilities 
of  reward  must  be  considerably  higher  than  the  probabili- 
ties of  punishment.  In  general,  earlier  unilateral  acts  would 
be  smaller  in  magnitude  of  risk  than  later  acts.  Further- 
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more,  the  initial  series  of  acts  would  be  so  designed  as  to 
maximize  the  hkelihood  of  clear  reciprocation  being  ob- 
tained (e.g.,  involve  issues  where  we  know  the  opponent 
is  eager  to  move  positively)  and  minimize  the  likelihood 
of  resistance  at  home  (e.g.,  involve  issues  where  security 
seems  to  be  less  concerned  than  general  human  welfare). 
Whatever  scoflBng  there  might  be  at  the  insignificance  of 
our  initial  acts  would  be  resolved  in  the  continuation  of  the 
program.  Another  basis  for  graduation  throughout  would 
be  whether  or  not  reciprocation  for  previous  acts  had  been 
obtained;  failure  would  be  followed  by  acts  of  lower  risk 
potential  and  success  by  acts  of  higher  risk  potential.  This 
stresses  the  need  for  extraordinary  intelligence,  informa- 
tion, and  flexibility  in  the  design  and  maintenance  of  such 
a  policy— which  should  be  viewed  as  a  challenge  rather 
than  a  flaw. 

2)  Unilateral  acts  must  be  diverse  in  nature  and  un- 
predictable (by  an  opponent)  as  to  locus  of  application 
and  timing  in  series.  The  only  thing  that  binds  together 
the  separate  actions  envisaged  in  this  policy  is  their  tension- 
reducing  impact  upon  an  opponent  (and,  indirectly,  upon 
ourselves).  Their  nature  and  area  of  application  can  and 
should  be  diverse.  This  is  in  order  that  reduction  of  ten- 
sion and  pressure  toward  reciprocation  on  the  opponent 
can  be  maintained  cumulatively  without  progressively 
weakening  ourselves  in  any  one  area.  Thus,  an  act  in  one 
area  (e.g.,  inviting  diplomatic  exchange  with  Communist 
China)  would  be  followed  by  a  number  of  acts  in  quite 
different  areas  (e.g.,  on  controls  and  inspection  vis-a-vis 
Russia,  on  joint  provision  of  technicians  for  the  Congo, 
etc.)  before  we  would  return  to  another  step  in  the  China 
area  again.  The  locus  of  application  and  timing  of  our 
unilateral  acts  must  be  unpredictable  by  the  opponent  to 
prevent  his  usurpation  prior  to  our  announcement  of  in- 
tention. I  submit  that  the  likelihood  of  an  opponent  taldng 
an  aggressive  initiative  (e.g..  Communist  China  invading 
the  islands  of  Quemoy  and  Matsu),  and  his  support  by 
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world  opinion  if  he  does,  is  much  less  if  we  have  already 
announced  that  we  intend  to  take  the  relevant  action  as 
of  a  certain  date. 

3)  Unilateral  acts  must  never  endanger  our  "heartland" 
or  reduce  our  fundamental  capacity  for  retaliatory  second 
strike.  I  take  it  for  granted  that  in  the  very  near  future  both 
Russia  and  the  United  States  will  have  ready  an  effective 
second-strike  nuclear  force,  whether  consisting  of  "hard- 
ened" land  bases  or  of  mobile  nuclear-powered  submarines 
armed  with  Polaris-type  missiles,  or  both.  This  is  an  awe- 
some fact  of  life  which  may  have  redeeming  features;  it 
may  offer  the  psychological  support  for  tension-reducing 
actions  within  tolerable  limits  of  security— provided  that 
(a)  the  retaliatory,  second-strike  nature  of  this  power  is 
continually  emphasized  and  (b)  the  minimum  power  nec- 
essary for  effective  deterrence,  rather  than  an  arms  race,  is 
maintained.  This  minimum  capacity  for  effective  deter- 
rence should  not  be  reduced  by  unilateral  action  (even 
though  other  forms  of  armament  could  be),  but  rather  its 
elimination  should  be  arrived  at  through  negotiation,  in 
the  atmosphere  of  greater  confidence  and  trust  produced 
by  the  policy  we  are  discussing.  The  reason  for  preserving 
our  retaliatory  capacity  while  continuing  a  program  of 
tension  reduction  is  that  it  is  this  capacity  for  near  annihi- 
lation on  both  sides  that  both  encourages  reciprocation  and 
prevents  overstepping.  The  reason  for  not  initiating  actions 
which  might  endanger  our  "heartland"  is  again  that,  if 
taken  advantage  of,  we  would  be  likely  to  release  full-scale 
retaliation  and  thereby  write  "finis"  to  this  chapter  of  the 
human  book.  This  proposal  for  "nuclear  deterrents  last"  is 
novel  and  quite  the  opposite  of  most  disarmament  propos- 
als, which  ask  for  "nuclear  disarmament  first  and  popguns 
last."  I  firmly  believe  I  am  right  in  this— as  long  as  nation- 
alistic tensions  and  technical  know-how  exist,  popguns  can 
start  conflicts  that  end  in  nuclear  devastation. 

4)  Unilateral  acts  of  tension-reducing  nature  must  be 
accompanied  by  explicit  firmness  in  all  areas.  This  may 
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sound  like  a  bit  of  fine  sophistry,  but  it  is  no  more  so  than 
the  way  a  wise  parent  encourages  spontaneity  in  his  child 
in  prescribed  situations  but  without  letting  down  the  bars 
all  over  the  house.  In  the  present  case  this  means  that 
announcements  of  unilateral  actions  would  be  accompanied 
by  explicit  warning  that  encroachment  in  this  or  any  other 
area  would  be  resisted  firmly.  Indeed,  should  such  en- 
croachment occur— and  one  can  be  certain  that  under  pres- 
ent conditions  of  nuclear  deterrence  it  would  be  partial, 
tentative,  and  probing— we  would  have  to  deal  with  it 
firmly,  just  as  if  the  policy  of  tension  reduction  were  not 
in  effect.  Here  yet  again  we  would  have  a  kind  of  learning 
experience  for  any  opponent  as  well  as  ourselves— learning 
that  unilateral  action  does  not  mean  "softness"  or  "sur- 
render." However,  just  as  the  wise  parent  does  not  take 
away  all  privileges  from  his  child  and  forever  lock  him  in 
the  cellar  for  a  single  misdemeanor,  so  the  action  we  would 
take  for  a  specific  encroachment  should  be  pin-pointed  to 
that  event  in  both  word  and  deed,  i.e.,  designed  to  restore 
the  status  quo.  And  once  the  status  quo  was  restored,  the 
program  of  graduated  tension  reduction  should  continue 
as  before,  without  reprisals.  It  is  apparent  that  this  policy 
represents  something  quite  different  than  the  traditional 
"Neanderthal"  conception  of  international  relations;  main- 
taining the  initiative  would  require  both  firmness  of  pur- 
pose and  exercise  of  self-restraint,  by  the  government,  by 
the  military,  by  the  mass  media,  and  ultimately  by  the 
public  at  large— but  the  stakes  are  high  and  the  policy  is 
appropriate  to  the  nuclear  age. 

A  Hypothetical  Program 

Selecting  the  particular  unilateral  acts  that  might  be 
available  for  such  a  policy  and  ordering  them  as  to  risk 
potential  is  a  complex  task.  It  would  require  speciahsts  in 
many  areas,  government  and  non-government,  and  a  great 
deal  of  information  not  available  to  the  ordinary  citizen, 
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such  as  myself.  This  is  why  the  illustrative  program  de- 
scribed below  must  be  purely  hypothetical.  However,  I 
am  sure  that  if  only  one  cent  out  of  every  defense  dollar 
were  put  into  an  intensive  effort  to  design  and  evaluate 
series  of  graduated  tension-reducing  actions,  effective  and 
flexible  programs  could  be  devised.  Is  this  too  much  to 
invest  in  the  search  for  alternatives  to  nuclear  war  and  a 
way  out  of  the  Great  Freeze  on  policy?  Judging  from  the 
almost  complete  lack  of  such  support  in  the  past,  perhaps 
it  is;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  perhaps  policy  makers  are 
beginning  to  see  more  clearly  the  nature  of  our  situation. 
The  following  hypothetical  program  of  unilateral  actions 
assumes  several  broad  areas  of  application  (A.  Science  and 
Secrecy;  B.  Communist  China;  C.  Controls  and  Inspection; 
D.  Socio-economic;  E.  Mihtary)  and  several  levels  of  risk 
potential  or  significance  (i,  2  .  .  .  N)  within  each  area. 
It  is  assumed  that  the  periods  of  various  actions  (between 
announcement  and  execution)  may  overlap  and  that  an 
opponent  may  or  may  not  reciprocate  in  any  particular 
instance.  It  is  also  assumed  that  our  announced  actions 
are  executed  on  schedule. 

April  i:  We  announce  that,  as  of  May  1,  we  intend  to 
make  public  all  medical  information  we  have  been 
gathering  concerning  man  in  space;  reciprocation 
invited  from  all  nations;  natme  of  general  policy 
indicated  (Ai). 

May  i:  We  announce  that,  as  of  May  15,  all  discrimi- 
natory trade  and  travel  restrictions  with  respect  to 
Communist  China  will  be  lifted,  and  we  will  enter- 
tain diplomatic  exchange;  reciprocation  in  kind  is 
invited  and  general  policy  stated  (Bi). 

(Ai    reciprocated   by   Russia   and   most   other 
countries. ) 

May  20:  We  armounce  a  unilateral  test  ban  that  will 
be  continued  indefinitely  and  invite  reciprocal  an- 
nouncement  from    Russia,    England,    and    France 
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(Ci);  we  also  announce  that  we  are  making  techni- 
cians and  professionals  in  various  iields  of  speciali- 
zation available  to  the  UN  for  work  in  the  Congo 
and  other  areas;  reciprocation  from  other  "have" 
nations  invited  and  general  policy  again  stressed 
(Di). 

(Bi  not  reciprocated  by  Communist  China.) 
June  i:  We  annoimce  that  at  the  next  convening  of 
the  General  Assembly  of  the  UN  (June  20)  we  will 
move  the  seating  of  Communist  China;  we  again 
indicate  our  willingness  to  entertain  diplomatic  ex- 
change and  the  general  nature  of  our  policy  (B2). 
(Ci    reciprocated    by    Russia,    England,    and 
France;   Di   reciprocated  by  England,  France, 
and  others,  but  not  Russia.) 
June  15:  We  announce  that,  as  of  July  15,  one  of  our 
overseas  bases  in  Japan  will  be  publicly  denuclear- 
ized, and  we  invite  UN  and  Russian  inspection; 
reciprocation  is  invited  but  left  open-ended,  and  our 
general  policy  is  again  stressed   (E2). 

(On   June  16    bombardment    of    Quemoy    and 
Matsu  increases  abruptly  and  invasion  prepara- 
tions are  observed;  U.S.  naval  power  concentrates 
and  firm  warnings  about  what  our  policy  does 
and  does  not  imply  are  given;  Russia  makes  nu- 
clear threat;  on  June  20  we  nevertheless  move 
seating  of  China  in  UN;  one  invasion  attempt  is 
repulsed  [but  no  counterattack  on  Chinese  main- 
land occurs];  Russo-Chinese  conferences  are  fol- 
lowed  by    Chinese    delegation    seated    in    UN; 
Quemoy-Matsu  hostilities  peter  out;  Di  recipro- 
cated by  Russia.) 
August  i:  We  announce  that,  as  of  the  next  Septem- 
ber, student  exchanges  will  be  oflFered  in  proportion 
to  the  populations  of  the  countries  involved;  recip- 
rocation is  invited  generally   (A2).  We  announce 
that,  as  of  August  20,  the  DEW  Line  (early  warn- 
ing system)  will  be  made  bidirectional  (warning  of 
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our  flights  toward  Russia  as  well  as  vice  versa), 
and  we  invite  the  Soviets  to  "plug  in"  (NOTE:  I 
am  told  this  is  technically  feasible;  it  emphasizes 
our  reliance  on  second-strike  rather  than  first-strike 
strategy;  if  we  have  no  intention  of  surprise  attack, 
there  is  no  reason  why  this  shouldn't  be  done); 
reciprocation  in  kind  invited   (C2). 

{Russia  announces  that,  as  of  September  1,  its 
armed  forces  in  East  Germany  will  be  reduced  by 
one  third  and  reciprocation  in  form  of  denucleari- 
zation of  West  Germany  invited;   we  interpret 
this  as  indirect  reciprocation  of  E2;   an  envoy 
from  Peking  arrives  in  Washington  for  talks.) 
August  1$:  We  announce  that,  with  agreements  from 
some  of  the  major  mass  media,  beginning  Septem- 
ber 1,  material  on  contemporary  world  affairs  pre- 
pared by  Russian  sources  may  appear  on  Sundays 
in  special  newspaper  sections  and  certain  TV  and 
radio  programs   without  censure;   reciprocation   in 
kind  invited   (D2). 

(We  announce  that,  as  of  September  1,  NATO 
forces  are  being  reduced  in  West  Germany  but 
tJmt  no  denuclearizing  is  contemplated  at  this 
time;    East    Germany    announces    relaxation    of 
transit  regulations  between  West  Germany  and 
West    Berlin;    Bi    reciprocated    by    Communist 
China.) 
September  1:  We  announce  that,  as  of  January  1,  we 
will  be  prepared  to  have  all  launchings  of  flights 
into  outer  space  supervised  by  a  new  agency  of  the 
UN  which  we  propose  be  established    (A3). 
(Russia  announces  an  expanded  program  of  in- 
viting scholars  and  scientists  for  advanced  study 
in  Soviet  institutes  [which  we  interpret  as  indi- 
rect reciprocation  for  A2];  Communist  China  in- 
vites joint  teams  of  Russian  and  American  scien- 
tists   to    Peking    for    conferences    on    technical 
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problems;  C2  and  D2  still  not  reciprocated  by 
Russia. ) 
September  ig:  We  announce  that,  as  of  October  15, 
the  islands  of  Quemoy  and  Matsu  will  be  publicly 
demilitarized  and  turned  over  to  proper  authorities 
from  the  mainland,  and  clear  statements  about  the 
unchanged  status  of  Taiwan  are  made  (B3);  we 
announce  that  surpluses  of  several  grain  crops  will 
be  made  available  at  adjusted  prices  to  countries 
needing  them  during  the  winter  (D3);  reciproca- 
tions left  open-ended. 

(Russia  proposes  that,  beginning  January  1,  the 
conquest  of  space  be  made  a  joint  human  enter- 
prise on  the  model  of  the  International  Geophysi- 
cal  Year    [IGY]    and   invites    international   co- 
operation through  the  UN  [we  interpret  this  as 
reciprocation  for  A^];  C2  and  D2  still  not  re- 
ciprocated by  Russia;  Nehru  urges  that  she  do 
so.) 
November  20:  We  announce  that,  as  of  the  next  meet- 
ing of  the  UN   (December  1),  we  will  move  the 
substitution  of   Communist   China   for  Nationalist 
China  on  the  Security  Coimcil— reciprocation  in  the 
form  of  recognition  of  Taiwan  as  a  sovereign  coun- 
try with  representation  in  the  General  Assembly 
requested  (B4);  we  announce  that,  as  of  February 
1,  we  will  open  this  country  unilaterally  to  inspec- 
tion and  monitoring  by  authorized  UN  teams,  as 
further  evidence  that  we  have  no  intention  of  sur- 
prise attack— reciprocation  in  kind  is  invited  from 
all  countries   (C4). 

{The  demilitarization  and  evacuation  of  Quemoy 
and  Matsu  accomplished  without  major  incident 
[Chiang  Kai-shek's  threats  of  retaliation  coun- 
tered by  large  non-military  spending  program  in 
Taiwan];  Russia  has  reciprocated,  in  part,  on  C2, 
but  not  D2;   under  strong   urging  from   Great 
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Britain,  plans  for  full-scale  disarmament  negotia- 
tions under  UN  auspices  are  being  prepared.) 

Does  this  read  like  something  out  of  Fantasy  and  Sci- 
ence Fiction?  It  certainly  must  in  detail.  It  is  presented  as 
a  purely  hypothetical  sequence  of  events— I  have  no  crystal 
ball!  The  time  scale  is  obviously  compressed  for  conven- 
ience, and  the  many  diflBcult  and  worrisome  details  of  com- 
munication and  countercommunication,  misunderstanding 
and  clarification,  probing  and  holding  off  are  necessarily 
short-circuited.  However,  a  number  of  probable  character- 
istics of  the  process  are  illustrated.  For  one  thing,  it  is 
apparent  that  much  of  the  reciprocation  obtained  would 
be  made  to  appear  as  initiation  by  the  opponent,  inviting 
our  reciprocation.  This  is  obviously  desirable,  as  long  as 
the  unilateral  initiations  are  in  the  right  direction,  but  it 
means  that  we  must  be  flexible  and  quick-wdtted  in  esti- 
mating the  nature  and  magnitude  of  such  steps  and  in 
preparing  our  own  reciprocations.  For  another  thing,  it  is 
suggested  that  differences  in  the  perception  of  what  is 
equable  would  often  mean  that  their  reciprocations  would 
seem  inadequate  but  their  requests  exorbitant  (and  vice 
versa,  of  course).  However,  one  of  the  advantages  of  uni- 
lateral and  reciprocated  action  is  that  agreements  on  what 
is  equable  are  not  required— each  side  merely  monitors  its 
own  subsequent  unilateral  action  in  terms  of  its  perception 
of  prior  reciprocation. 

Assumptions  Underlying  This  Policy 

Graduated  reciprocation  in  tension  reduction  is  based  on 
the  assumption  that  the  problems  we  face  are  essentially 
matters  of  human  nature  and  human  relationships,  and 
therefore  that  solutions  must  be  found  in  how  human  be- 
ings think  and  how  their  judgments,  attitudes,  and  beliefs 
can  be  influenced.  It  assumes  that  the  Russian  people  and 
leaders   are  more  like   us   than  like  the   bogy  men   our 
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psycho-logic  creates,  and  that  they  are  as  eager  to  reduce 
the  chances  of  full-scale  nuclear  conflict  as  we  are.  It  as- 
sumes that  the  men  in  the  Kremlin  are  susceptible  to  pres- 
sures, both  from  within  and  from  without,  since  such  pres- 
sures are  an  index  of  the  success  or  failure  of  their  system; 
and  particularly  it  assumes  that  the  less  dogmatic  Com- 
munists, like  Khrushchev,  are  concerned  about  the  mount- 
ing pressures  from  China.  It  assumes  that  the  Communists 
are  as  convinced  that  their  way  of  life  will  win  out  in  non- 
military  competition  for  men's  minds  as  we  are  (or  should 
be)  that  ours  will.  And  finally,  therefore,  it  assumes  that 
the  Russians  would  accept  an  unambiguous  opportunity 
to  reduce  world  tensions  for  reasons  of  good  sense  even  if 
not  for  reasons  of  good  will.  Let  us  look  into  some  of  these 
assumptions. 

Are  our  policy  problems  essentially  matters  of  human 
nature  and  human  relationships?  I  do  not  believe  anyone, 
no  matter  how  technically  oriented,  would  assert  that  nu- 
clear science  naturally  produces  bombs  or  that  space 
science  naturally  produces  missiles.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
many  scientists  rationalize  their  contributions  to  weaponry 
on  precisely  the  ground  that  they  are  not  personally  re- 
sponsible for  the  social  utilization  of  their  discoveries.  Even 
casual  perusal  of  the  Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientists  re- 
veals that  most  of  the  articles  are  concerned  with  questions 
of  ethics,  of  politics,  of  psychology,  of  economics,  and  so 
on.  Witness  the  following  excerpt:  "But  'accidental  war' 
refers  to  a  war  that  he  may  begin  when  he  imputes  in- 
tentions to  us  that  make  him  too  afraid  to  wait.  (Or  one 
that  we  begin  when  we  think  that  he  expects  us  to  and 
will  not  wait  to  see. )  .  .  .  There  is  an  enormous  advantage, 
in  the  event  that  war  occurs  in  starting  it,  and  .  .  .  each 
side  will  not  only  be  conscious  of  this  but  conscious  of  the 
other's  preoccupation  with  it  .  .  .  the  urge  to  pre-empt 
can  become  a  dominant  motive  (Schelling,  35)."  How 
psychological  can  one  get?  It  is  interesting  in  this  connec- 
tion that  many  of  the  strategy  implications  of  relations 
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among  nations  can  be  demonstrated  in  n-person  games 
played  in  laboratory  settings,  including  some  implications 
essential  to  reciprocal  tension  reduction  (cf.  particularly 
Deutsch,  6). 

Are  the  Russian  people  more  like  us  than  bogy  men? 
The  social  sciences  have  amassed  considerable  evidence  for 
the  essential  similarities  of  peoples  of  dijfferent  races  and 
nationalities  in  many  basic  characteristics— for  example,  in 
intelligence,  in  ability  to  solve  problems,  in  the  variety  of 
emotions  and  capacities  for  feeling  and  expressing  them. 
In  our  own  work  (21,  22,  27)  we  have  been  able  to  show 
that  groups  as  diflFerent  as  Americans,  Greeks,  Japanese, 
and  Navajo  Indians  use  essentially  the  same  basic  dimen- 
sions in  making  meaningful  judgments  and  even  share 
subtle  synesthetic  tendencies  and  metaphors  to  a  surpris- 
ingly high  degree.  The  relative  ease  with  which  novels  and 
even  poems  can  be  translated  and  appreciated  across  lan- 
guages also  testifies  to  the  extent  of  shared  habits  and 
traits. 

But  what  about  the  Russians?  There  is  certainly  no  rea- 
son to  believe  them  deviant  from  the  rest  of  humanity.  In 
fact,  according  to  Nehru  (New  York  Times,  October  10, 
i960),  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  are  more 
ahke  than  any  two  countries  in  the  world  and  will  become 
more  similar  in  the  future.  Erich  Fromm  (9)  has  warned 
that  we  must  not  be  deceived  by  the  slogans  of  Com- 
munist ideology:  "Soviet  Russia  in  its  Khrushchevist  stage 
is  a  state  which  in  no  way  represents  Marxist  Socialism. 
.  .  .  It  is  a  new  form  of  state  capitalism,  economically  ef- 
fective, humanly  impoverishing.  .  .  .  The  Soviet  Union 
...  is  today  one  of  the  most  reactionary,  conservative 
powers." 

I  realize  that  one  can  point  to  what  seems  to  be  con- 
trary evidence  about  the  Communists:  there  were  blood 
baths  during  the  early  days  of  their  revolution  and  some 
violent  pm-ges  since  then;  there  was  the  ruthless  stamping 
down  of  resistance  in  Hungary;  there  are  salt  mines  in  Si- 
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beria  and  there  have  been  executions  of  men  hke  Nagy. 
It  is  to  be  regretted  that  men  can  be  inhumanly  cruel  to 
other  men,  but  this  is  a  potentiahty  in  all  of  us.  The  Rus- 
sians would  point  to  the  sadism  and  cruelty  of  the  Germans 
whom  we  are  now  rearming;  they  would  ask  us  about  the 
"beam"  in  our  own  eye— about  our  massacres  of  whole  In- 
dian villages,  about  our  use  of  atomic  bombs  against 
Japanese  civilian  centers,  and  about  the  racial  violence  go- 
ing on  right  now  in  our  southern  cities.  True,  we  have  ex- 
planations for  these  things,  but  the  Russians  are  just  as 
blind  to  our  justifications  as  we  are  to  theirs. 

What,  then,  may  we  conclude  about  the  Russian  Bogy? 
I  am  sure  it  would  be  unrealistic  to  discount  completely 
the  real  differences  between  the  Russians  and  ourselves— 
particularly  those  concerning  the  value  of  the  individual 
human  being  which  stem  from  our  ideological  conflict. 
These  real  differences— in  mode  of  thought,  in  culture,  in 
personality— need  to  be  carefully  and  objectively  studied. 
But  I  am  also  sure  that  the  Russian  Bogy  has  been  grossly 
overdrawn  in  the  workings  of  our  own  mental  dynamics— 
particularly  by  those  intellectuals  who  are  emotionally  in- 
capable of  distinguishing  between  Russian  communism  and 
German  nazism.  In  other  words,  the  Russian  Bogy  can  be 
cut  down  to  more  realistic  size  and  shape.  By  doing  so,  we 
will  free  ourselves  for  more  rational  and  flexible  dealings 
with  this  opponent;  by  not  doing  so,  we  keep  ourselves  in  a 
mental  strait  jacket  in  which  we  can  only  be  stubborn. 

Are  the  Russians  as  eager  to  reduce  the  chances  of  nu- 
clear war  as  we  are?  Recent  travelers  to  Russia,  including 
some  scholars  whom  I  know  personally,  have  been  im- 
pressed by  the  "mirror  image"  of  our  own  attitudes  that 
they  find  among  both  the  people  and  the  leaders  there. 
"Why  do  you  Americans  want  war?"  our  informal  ambas- 
sadors are  asked.  And  when  they  answer  that  we  most  cer- 
tainly do  not  want  war,  the  Russians  ask,  "Then  why  do 
your  leaders  prepare  for  it?  Why  do  they  ring  us  about 
with  missile  bases?"  When  our  travelers  ask  them  why  they 
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are  maintaining  a  great  army  and  building  up  nuclear 
weapons  for  long-range  attack,  they  reply,  of  course,  that 
we  leave  them  no  choice.  This  "mirror  image"  phenomenon 
is  confirmed  in  reports  of  our  own  USIA  (United  States 
Information  Agency). 

I  believe  that  we  must  accept  these  protestations  of  good 
faith  as  genuine.  They  blame  their  warlike  behavior  on  us, 
just  as  we  blame  ours  on  them.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  since 
men  who  have  experienced  a  disaster  are  more  wary  about 
it  than  men  who  have  only  heard  about  it,  I  would  expect 
the  Russians  to  be  even  more  deeply  wonied  about  a  "hot 
war"  than  we  are— their  cities  were  subjected  to  bombing 
and  they  lost  some  five  million  people  in  the  last  war.  My 
colleague,  George  Gerbner,  who  specializes  in  studies  of 
the  mass  media  as  a  means  of  understanding  popular  cul- 
ture, visited  Russia  and  several  other  countries  in  East 
Europe  recently  and  reported  being  impressed  with  the 
emphasis  on  peace  themes  in  the  media  there  as  compared 
with  our  own  emphasis  on  more  aggressive  themes.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Twelfth  Report  of  the  Commission  to  Study 
the  Organization  of  Peace  (5),  Chairman  Khrushchev  has 
definitely  scrapped  the  Marxist-Leninist  notion  of  the  in- 
evitability of  war  with  the  capitalist  nations  and  is  sensi- 
tive to  the  need  to  meet  growing  consumer  demands,  to 
the  popular  opposition  to  war,  and  to  the  uncertainty  of 
what  might  happen  in  the  satellite  states  in  the  case  of 
hostilities. 

Are  the  men  in  the  Kremlin  susceptible  to  pressure  from 
within  and  from  without?  We  are  accustomed  to  contrast- 
ing the  responsibility  of  our  leaders  to  the  will  of  the  peo- 
ple with  the  irresponsibility  of  the  Soviet  government,  and 
characteristically  we  exaggerate  the  difference.  We  are  also 
accustomed  to  thinking  about  the  average  man  in  the  Com- 
munist state  as  being  kept  completely  ignorant  of  what  is 
going  on  in  the  outside  world,  and  this,  too,  we  exag- 
gerate. Ithiel  Pool  (in  Daedalus,  14),  who  is  certainly  ex- 
pert in  such  matters,  points  to  the  vital  significance  the 

210 


Reciprocal  Initiative 

Soviet  leaders  attribute  to  public  opinion  (polls  of  a  sort 
have  recently  been  started  in  Russia);  he  also  emphasizes 
the  fact  that  Western  ideas  continually  penetrate  the  Soviet 
wall,  through  highly  eflFective  word-of-mouth  channels  and 
through  the  monitoring  operations  of  the  elite.  It  is  ex- 
tremely doubtful  if  the  Russian  leaders  could  prevent 
awareness  of  a  cumulative  program  of  tension-reducing 
steps  from  reaching  their  people— even  if  they  wanted  to. 

The  Russians  are  also  keenly  aware  of,  and  alert  to, 
developments  outside  the  Soviet  Union.  I  do  not  think 
it  can  be  denied  that  they  have  made  more  effective  use 
of  feedback  than  we  have.  If  strong  moral  pressures  de- 
veloped in  the  neutralist  nations,  we  could  be  sure  the 
Russians  would  know  about  it  and  react  to  it  in  some 
fashion.  It  is  also  undeniable  that  the  Russian  Communists 
are  aware  of  the  growing  power  of  the  Chinese  Commu- 
nists and  feel  themselves  to  be  in  competition  with  China 
for  leadership  of  the  "have-not"  countries  (cf.  Fromm,  9). 
The  situations  in  the  Congo  and  in  Cuba  (e.g.,  the  recent 
sixty-million  dollar  loan  agreement  between  China  and 
Cuba)  are  cases  in  point.  Without  trying  to  make  Commu- 
nist China  the  scapegoat,  the  real  bogy,  it  is  nevertheless 
perfectly  obvious  that  Russia  is  close  to  the  explosi\e  force 
of  the  New  China  and  must  be  able  to  read  certain  writings 
on  the  Great  Wall.  The  Soviets  have  not  been  notably  eager 
to  put  nuclear  weapons  in  Chinese  hands,  for  example;  if 
we,  through  our  tension-increasing  activities,  force  the  Rus- 
sians to  take  this  step,  we  may  well  be  making  the  most 
disastrously  shortsighted  blunder  in  our  national  history. 

Are  the  Communists  as  convinced  that  their  way  of  life 
will  win  out  in  non-military  competition  for  mens  minds 
as  we  are  that  ours  will?  Quite  some  time  ago— and  with- 
out obvious  implementation,  to  be  sure— Khrushchev  an- 
nounced the  doctrine  of  "peaceful  coexistence."  By  this 
was  meant  "peace"  as  far  as  military  means  are  concerned 
but  "war"  as  far  as  social,  pohtical,  and  economic  means 
are  concerned.  President  Eisenhower  and  his  administra- 
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tion  were  then  unwilling  to  take  up  this  challenge— ap- 
parently on  the  ground  that  it  is  too  far  from  the  ideal  of 
"peaceful  co-operation."  Khrushchev  has  stuck  to  this  posi- 
tion, however,  despite  the  summit  debacle  and  despite 
strong  pressures  from  both  the  Stalinists  and  the  Chinese 
Communists.  This  is  also  testimony  as  to  where  Khrushchev 
himself  stands  and  as  to  the  state  of  public  and  elite  opin- 
ion in  much  of  Russia.  It  is  naive  on  our  part,  I  think,  to 
assume  that  every  rebuff  to  Khrushchev  that  weakens  his 
position  internally  is  automatically  to  our  advantage. 

Do  the  Russian  people  have  confidence  in  their  way  of 
life?  Reports  of  our  foreign  observers  and  travelers  again 
are  almost  unanimous  on  this  matter.  The  Russian  man  in 
the  street  appears  to  be  extraordinarily  conscious  of  the 
material  progress  made  in  the  past  few  decades,  just  as  he 
is  equally  conscious  and  envious  of  the  contrast  in  material 
wealth  and  well-being  that  still  exists  between  himself  and 
the  average  American.  In  a  somewhat  less  flamboyant  way, 
the  Russian  of  today  seems  imbued  with  much  the  same 
spirit  as  the  American  of  the  period  of  westward  expan- 
sion. It  also  seems  to  be  the  case  that  many  peoples  in 
"have-not"  countries  see  in  the  Communist  model  a  more 
rapid,  if  politically  dangerous,  means  to  modernization. 

What  about  ourselves?  Are  we  equally  confident  that 
our  way  of  life  would  win  out  in  peaceful  competition  for 
men's  minds?  In  our  rather  recently  acquired  role  and  self- 
image  as  "Defenders  of  the  Free  World"  (which,  in  prac- 
tice, seems  to  have  come  down  to  defending  the  status 
quo ) ,  we  have  lost  sight  of  the  fact  that  our  way  of  life  is 
itself  a  major  revolution  in  the  relation  between  individual 
and  state.  One  thing  I  find  hard  to  understand  about 
Americans  is  their  apparent  insecurity  about  their  own 
principles— insecurity  which  fosters  concern  over  exposing 
young  people  to  "alien  ideas,"  which  is  agitated  by  non- 
conformity, and  which  supports  so-called  "un-American 
activities"  committees.  I,  for  one,  am  convinced  that  the 
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democratic  way  of  life  is  the  "natural"  state  toward  which 
human  beings  tend  as  they  acquire  economic  suflBciency, 
political  security,  and  intellectual  opportunity.  But  to  con- 
vince others  of  this  requires  demonstration  in  deeds,  not 
suffocation  in  words. 

Would  the  Russians,  therefore,  accept  an  unambiguous 
opportunity  to  reduce  world  tensions?  I  believe  all  of  the 
arguments  above  lead  to  this  conclusion.  The  similarities 
between  us  are  probably  much  greater  than  the  differences 
we  stress;  their  perceptions  of  the  present  situation  and 
reactions  to  it  may  be  much  like  our  own,  and  they  prob- 
ably would  welcome  a  way  out  of  this  mess  as  much  as 
we  would.  We  have  seen  that  they  are  probably  even  more 
worried  about  a  "hot  war"  than  we  are  because  of  their 
national  history.  We  can  use  this  concern  to  justify  a  "get 
tough"  policy— which,  we  should  have  learned  from  ex- 
perience by  now,  merely  drives  them  all  the  harder  to 
outrace  us  in  armaments— or  we  can  use  it  to  justify  a 
gamble  that  they  would  reciprocate  in  an  open,  unam- 
biguous policy  of  tension  reduction. 

It  is  precisely  because  our  policy  must  be  unambiguous 
that  programs  of  graduated  unilateral  action  are  recom- 
mended. Although  bilateral  agreements,  particularly  mu- 
tual treaties  formally  signed  and  ratified,  may  be  more 
explicit  and  binding  once  attained— it  is  the  matter  of  at- 
tainment under  present  conditions  of  distrust  and  suspicion 
where's  the  rub.  Graduated  unilateral  action  would  enable 
us  to  create  conviction  as  to  our  intentions  through  deeds 
rather  than  words  and  would  enable  us  to  generate  mount- 
ing moral  pressure  toward  reciprocation.  This  policy  is  not 
to  be  construed  as  an  alternative  to  mutual  agreements 
through  negotiation;  quite  to  the  contrary,  it  is  designed 
as  a  "psychological  primer,"  as  a  means  of  reversing  the 
arms  race  and  reducing  world  tensions  to  a  level  where 
serious  negotiations  can  be  entered  into  and  significant 
agreements  successfully  concluded. 
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Some  Likely  Objections  to  This  Policy 

There  are  many  deep-seated  objections  to  any  unilateral, 
non-aggressive  policy  of  this  sort,  and  it  will  be  well  to 
anticipate  them.  I  have  had  the  benefit  of  critical  discus- 
sions of  this  proposal  with  colleagues  in  many  fields,  and  I 
think  they  have  helped  press  it  into  clearer  form.  Objec- 
tions tend  to  fall  into  two  general  classes:  those  based  on 
more  emotional  grounds  and  those  based  on  more  rational 
or  practical  grounds. 

The  most  deep-seated  objection  to  the  policy  I  have  out- 
lined stems  from  what  I  have  called  the  bogy-man  concep- 
tion of  the  enemy.  Many  people  will  argue  that  any  uni- 
lateral act  designed  to  reduce  tensions  would  be  interpreted 
by  the  Russians  as  a  sign  of  weakness  and,  given  their 
despotic  drive  toward  world  communism,  would  encourage 
them  to  encroach  further  on  the  free  world.  I  cannot  deny 
this  as  a  possibility,  even  though  I  consider  it  remote.  But, 
if  this  is  their  inherent  nature,  then  we  should  make  sure 
of  it  before  the  present  balance  of  power  has  shifted  to  any 
significant  degree.  At  least  we  would  have  made  a  sincere 
eflFort  to  test  their  intentions,  and  the  risk  involved  should 
be  more  than  oflFset  by  a  gain  in  favorable  world  opinion. 
Surely  it  would  be  a  tragedy,  a  cause  of  cosmic  irony,  if 
two  of  the  most  civilized  nations  on  earth  were  to  drive 
each  other  to  their  mutual  destruction  because  of  their 
mutually  threatening  conceptions  of  each  other— without 
ever  having  tested  the  validity  of  these  conceptions. 

Some  Americans  wall  see  this  policy  as  a  deliberate  sub- 
version, a  Communist-inspired  Trojan  horse.  My  argument 
that  it  is  actually  a  strategy  designed  to  get  us  out  of  a 
serious  dilemma,  and  in  the  long  run  to  preserve  our  way 
of  life,  would  be  incomprehensible  to  them.  Psycho-logic 
lubricates  the  groove  along  which  we  slide  those  who  dis- 
agree with  us  into  the  Communist  camp— particularly  when 
the  disagreement  involves  matters  of  basic  security.  How- 
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ever,  everything  that  isn't  blue  doesn't  have  to  be  red,  and 
similarly  everyone  who  disagrees  with  our  present  policy 
doesn't  have  to  be  following  the  Communist  Hne.  The  fact 
that  this  objection  flows  more  from  emotion  than  from  rea- 
son does  not  minimize  its  effectiveness. 

Many  more  people  will  probably  see  this  policy  as  the 
coward's  way.  They  would  interpret  it  as  a  proposal  that 
we  siorrender  without  a  fight,  a  kind  of  "moral  disarma- 
ment," and  therefore  entirely  distasteful.  For  Americans, 
pacifism  may  be  weak  but  good  in  time  of  peace,  but  in 
time  of  war  ("cold"  or  "hot")  it  easHy  becomes  weak  and 
bad.  This,  too,  is  as  illogical  a  criticism  as  it  is  potent.  The 
man  who  relies  on  his  brain  rather  than  his  brawn  is  not 
necessarily  a  coward— particularly  when  his  brawn  is  pe- 
culiarly susceptible  to  the  effects  of  radiation.  And,  in  any 
case,  it  can  hardly  be  called  "surrender"  if  the  unilateral 
acts  designed  to  reduce  tensions  are  made  deliberately,  on 
our  own  initiative,  and  as  a  means  of  applying  pressure  on 
an  opponent  to  reciprocate. 

Probably  many  people,  however,  will  see  this  policy  as 
an  idealist's  fantasy— certainly  not  one  that  faces  up  to  the 
hard  reahties  of  the  world  we  live  in.  They  would  say  that 
to  weaken  one's  own  position  in  any  way  in  the  present 
situation  is  as  softheaded  as  it  is  softhearted.  However, 
what  seems  realistic  within  one's  time-bound  frame  of 
reference  may  be  highly  um-ealistic  in  the  broader  scheme 
of  things.  As  I  pointed  out  in  an  earlier  section,  what  we 
call  "realistic"  usually  depends  upon  what  is  habitual,  what 
is  familiar,  and  upon  immediate  goals.  Thus  it  is  "realistic" 
to  concentrate  on  earning  a  living,  getting  one's  children 
through  school,  and  getting  a  little  fun  out  of  life,  but  it  is 
"idealistic"  to  concentrate  upon  the  world  of  the  future. 
So,  too,  is  it  deemed  realistic  to  demand  more  weapons 
when  faced  with  external  threat  and  idealistic  to  worry 
about  where  it  is  all  leading.  But  novel  situations  demand 
new  definitions  of  what  is  realistic,  and  now  we  are  cer- 
tainly in  a  novel  situation.  The  real  idealists  today,  as  Marc 
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Raskin  put  it  to  me  so  well,  are  those  who  actually  believe 
that  the  arms  race  can  be  continued  indefinitely  without 
something  going  wrong,  who  actually  believe  that  the  men 
behind  the  nuclear  weapons  are  suprarational  and  will  be- 
have like  so  many  computers. 

More  rational  objections  to  this  poUcy  might  come  from 
those  who  agree  with  the  logic  of  my  general  argument 
but  nevertheless  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  simply 
not  feasible  under  present  conditions.  And  they  would 
probably  be  referring  not  so  much  to  Russian  reactions  as 
to  our  ability  to  initiate  such  a  policy  here  at  home.  Exist- 
ing public  attitudes,  coupled  with  my  own  principle  of 
psycho-logic,  they  would  say,  make  it  likely  that  even  if 
such  a  policy  were  adopted  and  sponsored  by  thoughtful 
and  courageous  leaders,  both  it  and  they  would  be  re- 
jected by  the  vast  majority  of  people  in  this  country.  My 
answer  is  that  unpopular  causes  have  been  won  before. 
It  is  not  easy,  and  today  it  would  require  equal  courage 
and  dedication  on  the  part  of  those  who  determine  policy 
in  the  mass  media.  But  attitudes  and  beliefs  can  be 
changed.  During  the  period  when  Russia  became  our  ally 
and  defended  Stalingrad,  some  of  my  own  research  at  the 
time  (37)  showed  that  we  came  not  only  to  think  of 
RUSSIANS  as  much  more  kind,  noble,  and  fair,  but  even  as 
more  Christian!  And  this  happened  in  the  brief  span  of  a 
few  months.  Changes  in  public  attitudes  and  beliefs  de- 
pend particularly  on  events— if  not  those  that  occur  in- 
advertently in  the  world,  then  those  that  are  produced  by 
men  whose  opinions  count. 

What  about  the  objection  that  even  graduated  unilateral 
action  involves  too  much  risk?  Although  this  policy  does 
involve  risk— indeed,  the  open  and  explicit  assumption  of 
risk  is  essential  for  its  acceptance  by  an  opponent— I  be- 
lieve that  such  risk  must  be  taken  in  the  interest  of  our 
long-teiTn  security.  Our  present  policies,  as  I  have  tried  to 
show,  involve  equal  or  even  greater  risk,  but  yet  ofi^er  little 
hope  in  the  long  run  of  either  preserving  our  way  of  life 
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or  guaranteeing  our  physical  security.  We  must  simply  ac- 
cept the  fact  that  there  is  no  policy,  no  alternative  we  can 
choose,  that  entails  no  risk.  The  best  we  can  do  is  to  weigh 
the  risks  involved  in  different  policies  against  the  ultimate 
security  that  might  be  achieved. 

Another  objection  on  the  grounds  of  feasibility  has  been 
this:  Is  it  possible  to  have  acts  that  reduce  tensions  to  any 
significant  degree  that  do  not  at  the  same  time  endanger 
our  heartland?  In  the  first  place  I  would  argue  that  there 
is  no  perfect  correlation  between  the  military  significance 
of  events  and  their  psychological  impact,  and  this  policy  is 
concerned  with  maintaining  psychological  pressure.  The 
Russians'  first  sputnik  and  their  more  recent  shot  at  the 
moon  did  little  to  change  the  balance  of  militaiy  power, 
but  they  certainly  had  far-reaching  psychological  effects  on 
the  people  of  the  United  States.  Recognition  of  Communist 
China  on  our  own  initiative  likewise  would  have  psycholog- 
ical impact  far  beyond  its  military  significance.  In  devising 
programs  of  unilateral  action  it  would  be  necessary  to  con- 
sider most  carefully  what  does  and  what  does  not  con- 
stitute actual  military  potential.  Furthermore,  the  real  "de- 
fense" of  our  heartland  under  present  conditions  lies  only 
in  deterrence,  in  our  second-strike  capacity.  And  here,  as 
Milburn  (24)  has  argued  so  cogently,  I  think,  there  is  a 
certain  minimum  capacity  for  retaliation  that  has  a  near 
maximum  deterrent  effect  upon  an  opponent— to  be  able  to 
annihilate  him  ten  or  a  hundred  times  over  probably 
doesn't  deter  him  much  more  than  to  be  able  to  annihilate 
him  just  once!  Properly  appreciated,  this  fact  should  free 
us  both  economically  and  intellectually  for  more  rational 
endeavors  than  the  arms  race. 

This  leads  to  another  criticism— that  this  policy  seems 
to  amount  to  betrayal  of  our  obligation  to  defend  our  allies. 
Although  it  is  true  that  graduated  reciprocation  in  ten- 
sion reduction  would  mean  reducing  our  military  support 
in  some  areas  where  communism  is  in  delicate  balance 
with   more   liberal   political   views,   does   this   necessarily 
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imply  defeat  of  our  way  of  life  in  these  areas— particularly 
if  we  were  to  succeed  in  reducing  tensions  between  East 
and  West  generally?  In  the  long  run,  the  so-called  "un- 
derdeveloped" countries  will  achieve  greater  security  if  we 
and  the  Russians  stop  using  them  as  pawns  in  a  global 
chess  game.  Most  importantly,  our  own  security  in  a  nu- 
clear age  is  coming  to  depend  less  and  less  upon  allies  or 
upon  territorial  control— particularly  as  intercontinental 
missiles  with  nuclear  warheads  become  available.  Just  as 
we  would  not  now  risk  starting  a  full-scale  war  for  some 
remote  foreign  objective,  so  is  our  own  liability  to  attack 
coming  to  be  independent  of  geographic  distance.  The 
British  are  already  well  aware  of  this  sobering  fact,  as 
evidenced  by  the  Labour  party's  position  on  unilateral  dis- 
armament. And  even  if  we  were,  against  our  owti  self- 
interest,  to  engage  in  continuous  "brush-fire  wais"  about 
the  perimeter  of  the  free  world,  one  can  reasonably  ask  in 
just  what  sense  this  "defends"  other  nations.  In  the  sparring 
of  the  two  giants,  it  is  the  little  countries  on  whose  soils 
the  skirmishes  take  place  who  suffer  the  most  severe 
wounds. 

This  is  a  good  place  to  point  out  the  essential  difference 
between  the  Kissinger  Plan  and  graduated  reciprocation  in 
tension  reduction.  Both  rely  on  our  massive  retaliatory  ca- 
pacity for  ultimate  security  of  the  heartland,  but  also  use 
it  as  the  basis  for  other  stratagems  of  foreign  policy.  The 
crucial  difference  is  this:  where  Kissinger  would  use  nu- 
clear deterrence  as  the  psychological  support  for  further 
tension-increasing  acts  ("war  as  usual"),  I  would  see  us 
use  nuclear  deterrence  as  the  psychological  support  for 
further  tension-reducing  acts.  My  proposal  views  the 
United  States  and  Russia  as  gradually  and  carefully  dis- 
engaging themselves  along  the  far-flung  border  between 
Communist  and  non-Communist  worlds,  rather  than  as 
gradually  and  dangerously  engaging  themselves  more  and 
more  inextricably.  Where  a  policy  of  graduated  tension 
reduction  holds  out  at  least  the  hope  of  ultimately  eliminat- 
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ing  the  massive  nuclear  deterrents  themselves  (and  the 
thieat  to  survival  they  represent) ,  the  Kissinger  Plan  ofiFers 
no  such  hope. 

Finally,  there  are  some  questions  of  practicality.  Even 
assuming  we  were  to  undertake  such  a  policy,  would  the 
Russians  accept  our  unilateral  acts  and  we  their  reciproca- 
tions, as  bona  fide?  Applying  the  same  arguments  I 
brought  to  bear  against  achieving  mutual  agreements 
through  negotiation  under  conditions  of  stress,  wouldn't  the 
Russians  perceive  our  acts  as  cold-war  deceptions?  And 
wouldn't  we  be  even  more  distrustful  of  their  apparent 
reciprocations  without  any  hard  and  fast  agreements  about 
inspection  and  the  like?  I  would  argue,  first,  that  our  real 
protection  against  being  "tricked"  or  "taken  advantage  of" 
lies  in  our  undiminished  capacity  for  second-strike  retalia- 
tion, and  exactly  the  same  thing  is  true  for  the  opponent. 
Second,  and  perhaps  most  important,  unilateral  acts,  un- 
like mutual  discussions,  have  the  status  of  fait  accompli^ 
just  like  the  satellites  circling  our  globe.  It  is  difiicult  to 
deny  the  fact  of  their  commission  (particularly  if  they  are 
announced  in  advance  and  can  be  pubhcly  observed),  and 
argument  over  the  motivation  of  the  first  tends  to  be  re- 
solved by  execution  of  the  second.  Third,  not  only  would 
it  be  diflScult  for  the  Russians  to  practice  deception  over 
the  long  run  but  we  have  good  reason  to  believe  (cf,  argu- 
ments under  "assumptions"  above)  that  they  are  as  eager 
to  ease  tensions  as  we  are.  Finally,  as  to  our  distrust  of 
Russian  reciprocations,  there  is  a  principle  of  human  be- 
havior that  is  relevant  here:  Man  A's  interpretation  of  Man 
B's  reaction  to  him  depends  heavily  upon  A's  own  prior 
behavior  toward  B.  If  American  Man  has  already  made  an 
intentional  conciliatory  act  toward  Russian  Man,  he  is 
much  more  likely  to  perceive  the  Russian's  reciprocation 
as  bona  fide  than  if  it  came  unsolicited. 

But  what  if  one  side  tried  to  take  advantage  of  the 
other's  unilateral  actions?  Wouldn't  this  have  the  "boomer- 
ang effect"  of  even  further  intensifying  mutual  bogy-man 
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conceptions?  Here  would  be  the  self-fulfilling  prophecy 
with  a  vengeance!  This,  of  course,  is  the  risk  we  take,  but 
with  graduated  unilateral  action  the  initial  risks  are  small. 
Actually,  I  think  the  real  danger  would  not  he  so  much  in 
deliberate  encroachments  by  either  side  on  the  other  as 
in  failures  to  appraise  correctly  the  risks  and  benefits  in 
particular  unilateral  acts  or  reciprocations  as  seen  by  the 
other  side.  Thus  what  might  be  perceived  by  the  Soviets 
as  a  big  concession  in  the  area  of  inspection,  we  might 
consider  piddling— and  once  again  we  are  back  in  the  prob- 
lem of  biased  perceptions  of  the  equable.  As  Fisher  (8)  has 
put  it,  "unless  there  is  a  good  deal  of  negotiation  and  com- 
munication between  the  two  sides  they  will  not  know  what 
is  bothering  each  other,  what  steps  each  side  thinks  it  can 
undertake,  and  what  steps  it  considers  equivalent."  This 
obviously  puts  a  premium  on  preparation  of  our  policy 
makers  in  depth  and  breadth;  it  also  means  that  such  a 
policy  should  be  accompanied  by  a  high  level  of  informal 
communication  designed  to  modulate  the  reciprocative 
acts.  In  practice,  the  graduated  and  unilateral  character- 
istics of  the  process  should  provide  ample  room  for  mutual 
adjustments. 

I  believe  that,  even  granting  the  atmosphere  of  mutual 
distrust  in  which  such  a  process  must  be  begun,  both  in- 
ternal and  external  pressures  of  public  opinion  would  force 
the  opponents  into  at  least  token  reciprocations  at  the  low- 
risk  level  at  which  this  policy  would  be  initiated.  And  here 
another  principle  of  human  behavior  becomes  relevant: 
when  people  are  made  to  keep  on  behaving  in  ways  that 
are  inconsistent  with  their  actual  attitudes  (e.g.,  as  if  they 
really  trusted  each  other),  their  attitudes  tend  to  shift  into 
line  with  their  behavior.  In  other  words,  I  think  that  if  we 
could  initiate  a  series  of  reciprocated,  tension-reducing  acts 
and  maintain  them  over  a  sufficiently  long  period,  the  basic 
attitudinal  conditions  that  now  prevent  us  from  taking 
larger,  more  significant  steps  toward  world  peace  would  be 
eliminated. 
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A  GLANCE  AT  THE  ROAD  BEHIND  AND  THE  TASK  AHEAD 

Competent  authorities  assure  us  that  both  Russia  and  the 
United  States  will  soon  have  nuclear,  biological,  and  chemi- 
cal weapons  capable  of  annihilating  each  other  many  times 
over.  Right  now  submarines  are  slipping  into  the  depths 
from  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic  armed  with  destructive 
power  equal  to  all  that  was  delivered  on  Germany  and 
Japan  during  the  last  World  War.  This  presents  mankind 
with  a  completely  novel  situation.  Never  before  in  the  his- 
tory of  this  planet  have  so  few  actually  had  the  power  to 
destroy  so  many. 

But  in  the  last  analysis  we  are  merely  human,  nothing 
more  and  nothing  less.  We  are  creatures  of  habit,  servants 
of  our  emotions,  victims  of  our  own  mental  dynamics.  This 
completely  novel  problem  posed  by  the  advent  of  the  nu- 
clear age  hits  us  precisely  at  a  time  when  competitive  na- 
tionalism as  a  form  of  intergroup  relations  is  near  its  crest. 
Mature  nations  have  reached  their  positions  of  eminence 
through  the  exercise  of  power  politics  and  young  nations 
are  busily  trying  to  emulate  these  models  of  success.  So 
we  find  nations  trying  to  solve  this  novel  problem  along 
traditional  lines— by  responding  to  each  power  threat  with 
a  still  greater  threat  of  their  own— firmly  believing  this 
course  to  be  "realistic." 

Rational,  objective  analysis  of  our  present  policy  of  de- 
terrence through  threat  of  nuclear  retaliation  reveals  its  flat 
inadequacy  in  terms  of  even  the  minimal  criteria.  It  clearly 
does  not  eliminate  the  threat  to  our  biological  survival— 
indeed,  the  arms  race  reaches  toward  ever  more  fantastic 
means  of  destruction.  It  does  not  tend  to  preserve  our  way 
of  hfe— indeed,  it  promotes  conditions  which  support  to- 
tahtarianism  both  at  home  and  abroad.  It  is  not  even  feasi- 
ble over  the  long  haul— only  the  most  optimistic  idealists 
among  us,  the  soldiers  for  whom  men  are  automata  and 
the  strategists  for  whom  policy  is  just  another  game  of 
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chess,  really  believe  that  humans  are  suprarational  and  can 
go  on  indefinitely  handling  such  power  without  making  a 
fatal  mistake. 

Sober  appraisal  of  what  is  really  going  on  in  the  world 
about  us  shows  that  mutual  deterrence  is  slowly  but  surely 
producing  a  "great  freeze"  on  initiative  in  foreign  policy. 
No  one  dares  move  too  suddenly  or  freely  for  fear  of  up- 
setting the  atom  cart— for  then,  truly,  would  all  hell  break 
loose!  So,  for  all  our  terrible  power,  we  stand  chained  by 
it  rather  than  set  free. 

In  what  direction,  then,  lies  a  course  of  initiative,  of 
positive,  consistent  policy?  Traditional  unilateral  action  of 
a  tension-increasing  nature  has  become  prohibitively  dan- 
gerous. Traditional  bilateral  action  of  a  tension-reducing 
nature  (e.g.,  negotiated  disarmament  agreement)  seems 
foredoomed  by  the  very  international  tension  which  pro- 
motes it.  And  so,  bit  by  bit,  we  are  forced  toward  a  highly 
untraditional  course— unilateral  action  of  a  tension-reducing 
nature. 

But  here  we  run  headlong  into  the  full-flowing  tide  of 
nationalism,  and  it  soon  becomes  perfectly  obvious  that 
abrupt  and  complete  unilateral  disarmament— no  matter 
how  logical  and  humanly  appealing  it  may  be— will  never 
be  accomplished  in  our  time.  Is  there  any  other  alternative? 
I  believe  there  is,  and  it  lies  in  another,  more  subtle  and 
more  flexible,  form  of  unilateral  action  designed  to  reduce 
tensions.  I  have  called  this  policy  graduated  reciprocation 
in  tension  reduction,  and  I  propose  it  as  a  key  to  initiative 
in  foreign  policy  in  this  nuclear  age. 

This  policy  can  be  viewed  as  an  attempt  "to  have  our 
cake  and  eat  it,  too."  It  asks  the  opponents  in  the  present 
conflict  to  use  their  capacities  for  nuclear  retaliation  (sec- 
ond-strike forces)  as  the  security  base  from  which  to 
initiate  carefully  graduated  unilateral  acts  designed  to  re- 
duce tensions.  These  acts  would,  as  far  as  possible,  be 
pubhcly  announced  as  part  of  a  consistent  policy,  publicly 
observed,  and  would  invite  reciprocation.  This  policy  is 
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designed  to  permit  freedom  of  action,  to  induce  reciproca- 
tive  behavior  from  an  opponent,  and  yet  operate  within 
acceptable  limits  of  security. 

Such  a  policy  seeks  its  justification  in  the  sciences  of 
human  nature  and  human  interrelationships— and  this  is 
fitting  because  this  is  where  our  difficulties  lie.  It  assumes 
that  the  opponent  is  sufficiently  like  us  to  accept  an  im- 
ambiguous  opportunity  to  get  out  of  this  mess.  It  assumes 
that  running  the  arms  race  in  reverse— which  is  what  this 
policy  amounts  to— is  fundamentally  feasible.  It  aims  for 
ultimate  elimination  of  the  nuclear  deterrents  themselves 
and  the  threat  to  humanity  which  they  represent. 

Resistances  to  such  a  policy  of  non-aggressive  unilateral 
action  are  also  to  be  found  in  the  dynamics  of  human 
thinking  and  behavior.  Psycho-logic  creates  a  world  in- 
habited by  angels  and  devils;  everything  must  become 
channeled  into  this  one  evaluative  polarity;  and  it  becomes 
more  and  more  difficult  to  conceive  of  anything  other  than 
stubborn  resistance— you  can't  do  business  with  a  devil! 
The  relativity  of  our  social  judgments  to  our  own  experi- 
ence bemuddles  our  attempts  to  see  things  from  the  other 
fellow's  point  of  view.  The  deep-lying  anxieties  created  by 
the  arms  race  reduce  our  awareness  of  alternatives,  stereo- 
type our  thinking,  and  restrict  our  perspective— and,  like 
the  normally  intelligent  raccoon,  we  keep  banging  our  nose 
against  a  door  that  used  to  be  open.  All  of  these  things 
together  produce  a  deep  and  fatalistic  sense  of  the  inevi- 
tability of  eventual  military  conflict. 

So  much  for  the  road  behind.  What  about  the  task 
ahead?  What  are  the  prospects  for  the  future?  No  one  as 
impressed  as  I  am  with  the  complexity  of  our  problem 
and  the  nfiagnitude  of  the  contrary  forces  could  be  very 
sanguine  about  our  chances  of  escaping  from  this  dilemma 
unscathed.  But  I  have  convinced  myself,  and  I  hope  the 
reader  as  well,  that  it  can  be  done.  To  mount  such  a  "peace 
ofi^ensive"  as  I  have  described  will  require  truly  extraordi- 
nary  understanding,   flexibility,    and   self-restraint   on    all 
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sides.  But,  fortunately,  the  policy  of  graduated  reciproca- 
tion in  tension  reduction  includes  mechanisms  for  develop- 
ing, in  course,  such  understanding,  such  flexibility,  and  such 
self-restraint.  It  will  require  courage  and  dedication  not 
only  on  the  part  of  governments  but  also  on  the  part  of 
the  mass  media  and  thereby  the  publics  which  support 
them.  The  hopeful  side  of  the  picture  is  the  remarkable 
adaptability  of  the  human  species.  The  democratic  system, 
too,  is  adaptable;  it  includes  mechanism  for  the  discovery 
of  fresh  ways  of  solving  novel  problems— if  they  are  allowed 
to  operate. 

It  sometimes  proves  helpful  to  back  off  from  a  problem 
and  try  to  view  it  within  a  larger  chunk  of  space  and  time. 
Taking  the  long  view  in  space,  as  from  a  planetary  system 
many  light-years  away,  the  events  which  today  are  shaking 
the  very  fabric  of  our  lives  are  all  transpiring  on  the  knife- 
thin  edge  of  a  little  pebble  in  the  sky,  and  they  won't 
cause  the  slightest  perturbation  in  the  cosmos.  Taking  the 
long  view  through  time,  one  can  envisage  the  interlacing, 
ever  expanding  tree  of  human  life,  bearing  its  genera- 
tions of  ephemeral  blooms,  yet  but  little  affected  by  the 
changing  national  climates  in  its  course.  The  organizations 
among  men  we  call  "nations"  come  and  go— a  name  may 
persist  and  the  human  content  change,  or  the  revei'se- 
and  this  is  as  true  for  what  we  now  call  "Russia"  and  "the 
United  States"  as  it  was  for  Rome  and  Babylon.  Viewed 
in  sufficiently  wide  perspective,  these  are  relatively  minor 
themes  in  the  tapestry  of  civilization,  important  though 
they  may  be  to  the  individual  human  threads. 

The  real  question,  I  suppose,  is  whether— like  the  dino- 
saur before  us— the  human  species  has  moved  into  a  situa- 
tion where  its  own  peculiar  specialization  renders  it  unfit 
for  continued  sui-vival.  Our  monkey  facility  in  technology 
has  far  outstripped  our  capacity  to  understand  and  con- 
trol ourselves,  and  the  present  generation  is  faced  with  the 
consequence  of  this  imbalance.  We  are,  in  tioith,  little  mon- 
key fellows  rurming  around  with  awesome  weapons  in  our 
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clever  hands,  but  directed  by  minds  that  run  in  primitive 
channels.  Is  this  our  Achilles'  heel?  With  his  giant  fore- 
sight, Albert  Einstein  many  years  ago  put  it  in  words  that 
could  have  been  written  today:  "Our  world  is  threatened 
by  a  crisis  whose  extent  seems  to  escape  those  within  whose 
power  it  is  to  make  major  decisions  for  good  or  evil.  The 
unleashed  power  of  the  atom  has  changed  everything  ex- 
cept our  ways  of  thinking.  Thus  we  are  drifting  toward  a 
catastrophe  beyond  comparison.  We  shall  require  a  sub- 
stantially new  manner  of  thinking  if  mankind  is  to  sur- 
vive." 
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Recent  political  events  have  stirred  new  public  interest  in 
disarmament,  including  interest  in  the  question  of  what  will 
happen  to  the  United  States  economy  and  to  the  world 
economy  if  general  disarmament  ever  comes  about.  This 
leads  to  the  question  of  how  we  can  best  meet  the  economic 
changes  that  can  then  be  expected. 

The  present  paper  is  concerned  with  the  research 
needed  if  we  are  to  go  beyond  the  ofiFhand  answers  we 
commonly  hear.  It  seeks  to  outline  what  ought  to  be  in- 
vestigated, rather  than  to  supply  the  answers  in  advance. 
Research  on  disarmament  can  be  valuable  even  though  the 
defense  program  at  the  present  time  is  expanding  and  un- 
dergoing various  changes. 

"Disarmament"  is  here  envisaged  not  as  the  immediate 
and  total  abolition  of  military  forces,  but  as  a  staged  and 
balanced  reduction  of  forces  which  would  take  at  least 
several  years  to  complete,  and  which  would  probably 
leave,  at  the  end,  a  solid  core  of  international  deterrent 
and  police  forces  plus  significant  lightly  armed  national 
forces  of  a  purely  defensive  character.  This  might  follow 
some  such  pattern  as  a  reduction  of  six  billion  dollars  a 
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year  in  U.S.  defense  costs— a  reduction  starting  from  a 
substantially  higher  level  of  defense  expenditure  than  we 
have  now,  and  bringing  the  annual  security  budget  down 
to  about  twenty  to  twenty-five  billion  dollars.  These  are 
sample  assumptions  to  provide  a  starting  point;  they  might 
be  considerably  changed  on  further  investigation. 

FEAR   OF   DISARMAMENT 

A  widespread  fear,  which  the  people  holding  it  rarely 
admit  outright,  is  that  disarmament  might  result  in  a  ma- 
jor economic  upset.  This  was  dramatized  by  the  sharp  de- 
chne  in  values  on  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange  on  August 
lo,  1959,  which  the  New  York  Times  attributed  to  "peace 
jitters." 

The  reason  why  such  fears  are  not  more  -openly  ex- 
pressed may  be  that  up  to  now  there  has  seemed  little 
danger  that  disarmament  was  about  to  "break  out."  If 
there  were  any  reason  to  think  that  negotiations  were  really 
on  the  point  of  succeeding,  alarm  about  the  economic  re- 
sults might  become  more  vocal  and  clamorous. 

The  shaping-up  of  sound  public  and  private  plans  for 
adjustment  to  disarmament  could  serve  not  only  to  allay 
unfounded  fears  at  home  but  also,  perhaps,  to  help  con- 
vince other  nations  of  our  sincerity  in  negotiation.  This 
is  particularly  in  order  because  of  our  insistence  on  certain 
technical  safeguards,  which  may  delay  the  conclusion  of 
an  agreement  and  be  misconstrued  as  indicating  that  we 
don't  really  want  to  reach  agreement.  An  adjustment  pro- 
gram could  also  help  to  cope  with  those  radical  shifts  in 
the  defense  economy  which  arise  not  from  disarmament 
but  from  new  weapons  developments  and  the  like. 

Government,  in  the  past,  has  seemed  reluctant  to  set  up 
such  plans,  or  even  to  make  thoroughgoing  studies  to 
pave  the  way  for  realistic  plans.  This  may  have  been  due 
partly  to  fear  of  weakening  the  nation's  morale,  its  willing- 
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ness  to  bear  the  heavy  burden  of  armaments,  before  mak- 
ing sme  that  a  disarmament  agreement  is  possible. 


IS  THERE   A   REAL    PROBLEM? 

At  the  other  extreme  from  those  who  are  fearful  of  dis- 
armament impacts  are  the  people  who  argue  that  there  is 
no  real  problem  and  therefore  no  need  to  worry.  They 
point  out  that  there  are  plenty  of  good  uses  for  the  savings 
which  might  come  from  disarmament  and  that  the  cut- 
backs would  be  no  worse  than  those  to  which  we  rather 
easily  adjusted  after  the  Second  World  War  and  after 
Korea. 

As  we  shall  see,  the  full  relevance  of  these  earlier  ex- 
amples is  now  questionable;  it  would  therefore  seem  un- 
wise to  dismiss  entirely  the  lingeiing  foreboding  which  so 
many  practical  people— in  government  as  in  labor  and  man- 
agement—still feel  about  the  possible  impact  of  disarma- 
ment. Such  fears,  even  if  imfounded  in  theory,  may  turn 
out  to  have  considerable  basis  in  fact.  Certain  public  at- 
titudes and  governmental  arrangements  can  prevent  or  de- 
lay those  economic  adjustments  which,  if  properly  planned 
and  carried  out,  would  make,  in  theory,  for  a  smooth  and 
rather  painless  transition. 

It  may,  in  fact,  prove  quite  diflScult  to  mobilize  in  time 
the  available  pubhc  or  private  projects  which  would 
quickly  take  up  the  slack  in  defense  expenditures.  Indeed, 
this  may  be  the  heart  of  the  problem.  The  required  meas- 
ures may  not  have  nearly  enough  acceptance  by  politicians, 
lawmakers,  and  administrators  to  insure  adoption  and 
timely  carrying  out  of  the  needed  steps. 

Further,  there  is  a  real  question  whether  conditions  in 
1945-47,  or  even  in  1953-54,  were  enough  Hke  those  of 
today  and  tomorrow  to  form  a  reliable  guide  as  to  how 
we  can  best  meet  a  future  cutback  in  arms  spending. 
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WHY   ADJUSTMENTS    MIGHT    BE    MORE    DIFFICULT    NOW 
THAN   IN   THE    PAST 

In  1946-48,  the  early  postwar  years,  there  was  an  ex- 
ceptional supply  of  liquid  funds  in  the  hands  of  consum- 
ers, along  with  an  abnormal  demand  for  goods  which 
people  had  gone  without  during  the  war.  The  federal  gov- 
ernment had  accumulated  budget  deficits  of  around  255 
billion  dollars,  while  individual  savings  had  grown  by  160 
billion.  Between  1944  and  1947,  as  more  supplies  of  re- 
frigerators, automobiles,  and  other  "durables"  appeared  in 
the  market,  and  construction  of  homes  went  briskly  for- 
ward, the  rate  of  personal  savings  sharply  declined,  while 
purchases  of  durable  goods  tripled  and  the  construction 
of  urban  dwellings  rose  more  than  tenfold.  In  this  kind  of 
situation  the  resources  and  manpower  which  were  freed 
from  mihtary  production  were  easily  and  quickly  caught 
up  into  the  business  of  supplying  the  active  civilian  de- 
mands. 

No  such  rapid  pace  of  expansion  of  spending  out  of 
abundant  personal  savings  could  be  expected  today.  From 
1945-59  the  outstanding  money  supply  (cash  plus  de- 
mand deposits)  went  down  from  about  one  half  of  the 
total  national  expenditure  to  about  one  fourth,  while  con- 
sumer debt  rose  from  less  than  six  billion  dollars  to  fifty- 
two  billion— about  one  sixth  of  all  disposable  income  (per- 
sonal income  after  taxes).  Under  today's  less  liquid 
conditions,  consumer  spending  would  presumably  be  more 
quickly  and  adversely  aflFected  by  any  interruption  in  the 
flow  of  individual  income. 

After  the  Korean  War  defense  cuts  of  over  eight  billion 
dollars  were  accompanied  by  a  recession  involving  a  de- 
cline of  between  one  and  two  per  cent  in  the  national  prod- 
uct (GNP).  Its  impact  was  softened  by  the  fact  that  the 
economy  had  then  been  operating  at  a  very  high  level; 
there  had  been  full  employment  (average  unemployment 
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of  about  only  thiee  per  cent)  from  1951  to  1953,  and 
virtually  full  utilization  of  productive  capacity.  Consumer 
debt  was  still,  in  1954,  only  about  ten  per  cent  of  dis- 
posable income,  leaving  room  for  the  credit-financed  auto 
and  housing  boom  of  1955.  By  contrast,  we  have  now 
been  operating  with  over  five  per  cent  average  unemploy- 
ment for  several  years,  and  with  substantial  underutiliza- 
tion  of  capacity  and  an  unprecedented  level  of  consumer 
debt.  In  this  kind  of  social  climate,  another  such  rapid 
expansion  of  consumer  debt  would  seem  unlikely  and,  if 
it  did  take  place,  dangerous. 

The  experience  of  1957-58  suggests  the  sort  of  diffi- 
culties we  might  now  encounter.  In  1957  Congress  ap- 
proved a  four  biUion-dollar  defense  cut  and,  though  this 
was  never  actually  carried  out,  even  the  threat  of  such  a 
cut,  coming  at  a  time  of  aheady  high  unemployment  rates 
and  slow  growth  momentum  (less  than  two  per  cent  gain 
in  1957  GNP),  was  enough  to  trigger  the  1958  recession. 
The  government  refused  at  that  time  to  provide  tax  cuts 
which  might  have  cushioned  the  decline,  and  the  1959 
revival,  though  vigorous,  proved  to  be  a  brief  one.  Though 
such  historical  precedents  are  far  from  conclusive,  they  do 
suggest  that  we  badly  need  a  more  rigorous  study  of  prior 
experiences  before  drawing  reassuring  conclusions  about 
the  actual  situation  which  might  confront  us  in  the  event 
of  a  future  disarmament  agreement. 


A    MODEL    FOR    MEASURING    THE    IMPACT    OF    DISARMANENT 

An  understanding  of  what  disarmament  would  mean  re- 
quires first  of  all  an  understanding  of  what  is  now  in- 
volved, for  the  economy  of  the  nation  and  the  world,  in 
military  production  and  financing. 

Beyond  this  we  must  consider  the  rapid  changes  al- 
ready taking  place  within  the  defense  program  and  the 
nature  and  timing  of  the  disarmament  program  by  which 
it  might  be  superseded.  Much  of  the  required  information 
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is  not  yet  collected  or  is  "classified,"  but  informed  guesses 
will  often  be  good  enough  to  give  us  the  broad  orders  of 
magnitude  which  determine  the  appropriate  policy  re- 
sponses. What  are  the  main  elements  to  be  considered? 

First,  they  are  the  plants,  scattered  over  the  country  but 
highly  concentrated  in  certain  areas,  which  produce  most 
of  the  goods  and  services  entering  into  the  defense  budget. 
Directly  or  indirectly,  these  aflPect  production,  investment, 
imports,  exports,  patterns  of  land  use,  growth  or  decHne 
of  communities,  and  so  on. 

Second,  there  is  the  labor  force  employed  in  these 
plants,  in  the  armed  forces,  and  in  military  installations 
and  departments  both  at  home  and  abroad.  This  employ- 
ment affects  payroll  distribution,  levels  and  types  of  skills, 
wage  rates,  standards  of  living,  and  community  relations. 

Third,  we  have  the  regional  distribution  of  military  con- 
tracts and  subcontracts  and  of  military  installations  and 
activities.  There  are  communities  that  now  depend  in  vary- 
ing degrees  on  defense  contracts,  with  varying  potentialities 
for  alternative  industrial  activities  if  and  when  military  pro- 
duction ceases  to  absorb  available  resources. 

Fourth,  there  is  the  direct  and  indirect  contribution  of 
defense  funds  to  education  and  research,  and  to  the  de- 
velopment of  new  civilian  products. 

Fifth,  we  must  re-examine  the  extent  to  which  the  econ- 
omies of  certain  other  countries  are  dependent  on,  or  built 
around  U.S.  military  expenditures  and  military  aid,  as  well 
as  their  own  military  budgets. 

Sixth,  in  the  hght  of  the  continuing  rapid  development 
of  technology,  there  are  the  likely  upcoming  changes  in 
all  of  these  parts  of  the  structure,  between  the  present 
time  and  the  time  when  disarmament  agreements  are  made 
and  carried  out. 

A  seventh  factor  is  the  timing  and  pace  of  any  disarma- 
ment measures  in  so  far  as  they  can  be  foreseen  on  the 
basis  of  present  or  past  negotiations,  proposals,  and  plans. 

The  eighth  and  final  factor  to  be  considered  is  the  kind 
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of  minimum  security  establishment  that  might  be  left  after 
substantial  disarmament  were  carried  out,  and  the  make-up 
and  costs  of  such  a  reduced  establishment— including  the 
U.S.  contribution  to  international  inspection,  policing,  and 
deterrent  forces. 

A  study  model  built  around  all  these  factors  can  show 
the  estimated  fimds,  manpower,  and  physical  resources  be- 
ing used  by  the  military  establishment  at  the  start  of  dis- 
armament and  the  amounts  of  these  which  might  be  re- 
leased to  civilian  use  year  by  year,  on  various  assumptions 
about  the  pace  and  pattern  of  disarmament.  Specialized 
techniques  of  economic  analysis  can  then  be  applied  to 
such  a  model:  input-output  analysis  which  can  measure 
the  impacts  of  cutbacks  of  defense  orders  upon  the  output 
and  employment  of  the  various  industries  that  directly  or 
indirectly  supply  the  defense  economy;  national  income 
multiplier  analysis  which  can  estimate  the  over-all  depress- 
ing e£Fect  (both  initially  and  in  its  secondary  ramiica- 
tions)  of  the  cutbacks  in  demand  for  defense  goods  and 
services;  and  flow  of  funds  and  other  financial  analyses 
tracing  the  effects  on  savings,  hquidity,  ownership,  and 
price  of  assets,  etc. 

THE    PROBLEM    OF    MAINTAINING  DEMAND 

The  most  obvious  and  challenging  problem  in  the  eco- 
nomic adjustment  to  disarmament  is,  of  course,  the  danger 
of  provoking  a  depression.  There  are  other  dangers,  gener- 
ally ignored,  to  which  a  balanced  examination  must  also 
pay  attention,  but  the  stabilization  aspect  of  the  problem- 
keeping  the  whole  economy  going  at  a  normal  rate— rightly 
demands  a  major  share  of  attention. 

The  stabilization  problem  is  often  mistakenly  thought  of 
as  involving  the  physical  shifting  of  employment  and  out- 
put from  the  armed  services  and  from  defense  production 
to  non-defense  activity.  This  is  a  problem,  to  be  sure.  We 
call  it  the  transfer,  or  reconversion  problem,  and  discuss 
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this  in  a  later  section.  While  it  is  true  that  the  sudden 
overnight  cancellation  of  the  whole  defense  program  would 
create  a  tremendous  reconversion  problem,  this  is  entirely 
unlikely  to  happen.  The  need  to  set  up  adequate  inspec- 
tion and  enforcement  measures  makes  it  inevitable  that  the 
reduction  will  be  staged,  and  over  a  period  of  several 
years  as  a  minimum.  Our  hypothetical  model,  which  it- 
self assumes  a  much  more  rapid  pace  than  is  probably 
achievable  in  practice,  implies  annual  shifts  of  less  than 
two  per  cent  of  the  gross  national  product.  This  is  roughly 
of  the  same  order  as  trie  changes  already  occurring  in  the 
economy  from  technological  improvem.ents  and  better 
working  methods.  Reconversion,  at  this  tempo,  could  prob- 
ably be  accomplished  without  creating  any  significant  de- 
cline at  all— if  adequate  over-all  demand  were  maintained. 

This  "if"  is  the  very  heart  of  the  stabihzation  problem. 
A  shrinkage  in  total  demand  would  imply  a  decline  in 
activity  even  aside  from  reconversion  problems  and  would 
make  those  problems  much  harder  to  solve. 

There  is  no  built-in  reason  why  demand  should  have  to 
fall  ofiF  after  defense  cuts.  In  spite  of  Marxian  fantasies,  a 
capitalist  economy  does  not  require  military  expenditures 
to  keep  going,  and  it  is  by  no  means  impossible  to  sub- 
stitute demand  for  other  goods  and  services  as  military 
production  is  cut  back.  Even  in  the  relatively  "aiSuent" 
United  States  there  are  many  unmet  needs  and  desires, 
not  to  mention  the  less  economically  developed  countries; 
and  human  beings  have  a  seemingly  Hmidess  capacity  for 
developing  new  wants.  To  be  effective,  however,  demand 
must  be  backed  up  by  purchasing  power,  and  the  danger 
of  inadequate  total  demand  in  this  sense  is  real.  It  comes 
from  two  main  sources.  First,  Congress  is  not  well  organ- 
ized for  making  prompt  decisions  about  which  new 
demand  should  replace  the  old.  Military  demand  is  sup- 
plied by  the  national  budget,  and  adequate  offsets  to  de- 
fense cuts  will  probably  not  come  automatically,  but  will 
require  legislative  action.  Such  action  could  be  by  way  of 
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appropriations,  loans,  or  guarantees  for  public  civilian  proj- 
ects—housing, public  health,  education,  research,  parks, 
roads,  etc.— or  by  tax  cuts  to  encourage  more  private  spend- 
ing (including  business  spending  on  capital  goods)  or  both. 
Choices  would  have  to  be  made  not  only  between  public 
and  private  spending  but  among  difiFerent  types  of  one  or 
the  other— which  public  works  or  what  pattern  of  tax  cuts. 

Such  choices  are  not  easy  for  Congress  to  make;  they 
involve  serious  clashes  among  interest  groups  and  power 
and  status  struggles  among  some  congressmen  and  con- 
gressional committees.  Congress  still  finds  it  very  difficult 
to  approach  these  matters  from  the  point  of  view  of  short- 
term  national  interest  in  stabiHzation;  it  is  geared  to  de- 
bating such  issues  with  regard  for  long-term  accommoda- 
tions and  balancing  of  conflicting  interest  groups  or  regions. 
Furthermore,  a  number  of  the  public  services  most  re- 
quiring expansion  are,  under  the  federal  system,  the  re- 
sponsibility of  state  and  local  governments,  whose  capacity 
to  spend  on  new  projects  will  not  necessarily  improve  when 
federal  defense  spending  is  cut  back.  (Indeed,  in  some 
cases  their  revenues  will  be  sharply  reduced  as  a  result!) 
Also,  some  vital  programs,  such  as  the  support  of  pure  re- 
search, higher  education,  public  health,  and  resource  de- 
velopment, have  not  yet  been  fully  accepted  by  public 
and  congressional  opinion  as  appropriate  responsibilities 
of  government  except  when  they  are  connected  with  de- 
fense. 

A  second  and  even  more  fundamental  difficulty  arises 
out  of  congressional  and  public  attitudes  toward  national 
debt.  These  attitudes  are  somewhat  vague  but  can  be 
summed  up  roughly  thus:  "We  have  an  obligation  to  re- 
duce and  pay  off  the  national  debt,  since  it  is  morally 
irresponsible  to  saddle  future  generations  with  debts  which 
this  generation  has  accumulated.  Defense  expenditures 
have  a  special  importance  which  can  sometimes  justify 
deficit  financing  and  increases  in  the  national  debt,  or 
postponement  in  paying  it  off;  however,  no  other  types  of 
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expenditure,  public  or  private,  have  this  special  overriding 
importance,  and  therefore  any  savings  from  reduction  of 
the  arms  budget  should  be  applied,  at  least  in  part,  to 
debt  reduction."  This  sentiment  seems  to  be  widespread 
both  in  Congress  and  among  the  general  public  and  calls 
for  some  detailed  examination  of  the  way  in  which  national 
debt  operates  and  the  eflFects  which  the  use  of  defense 
savings  for  debt  reduction  may  be  expected  to  have. 


THE  PROPENSITY  TO  REDUCE  THE  NATIONAL  DEBT 

The  role  of  debt  in  economic  growth  has  been  much 
misunderstood.  As  a  matter  of  fact  there  has  been,  histori- 
cally, a  close  relation  between  changes  in  debt  and  changes 
in  production— a  tendency  to  rise  or  fall  together,  except 
during  the  great  depression  when  debt  could  not  be  liq- 
uidated as  fast  as  production  declined. 

Business  activity  depends  on  debt  formation  in  our  econ- 
omy because  a  large  part  of  our  savings  are  and  must  be 
invested  in  debts.  Banks,  insurance  companies,  and  trust 
funds  and  pension  funds  of  all  sorts,  which  are  the  re- 
positories of  a  large  part  of  our  savings,  are  debarred  by 
law  and  custom  from  investing  more  than  a  fraction  of 
these  savings  in  equities— such  as  common  stock.  (Their 
equity  holdings  are  increasing,  but  only  gradually  and  not 
enough  to  change  the  essential  situation.)  The  greater  part 
they  can  invest  only  in  other  people's  debts:  bank  loans, 
mortgages,  and  bonds.  Unless  there  is  a  suflBciently  rapid 
formation  of  debt,  it  is  difficult  to  find  investment  outlets 
for  the  full  amount  of  savings  which  people  wish  to  make, 
and  there  will  be  a  slower  growth  in  activity  than  would 
othei-wise  be  possible. 

The  existence  at  the  present  time  of  a  large  public  debt 
(a  product  mainly  of  wartime  financing)  is  an  important 
part  of  the  problem.  About  a  third  of  total  debt  is  now 
public  debt.  Attempts  to  reduce  this  part  of  the  debt 
structure  throw  an  additional  burden  on  private  debt  for- 
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mation.  As  we  have  seen,  production  and  income  can 
generally  increase  no  faster  than  total  debt,  and  since  the 
public  debt  is  now  such  an  important  part  of  the  total, 
attempts  to  remove  it  could  have  a  profoundly  unsettling 
effect. 

In  order  to  take  up  the  slack  from  a  reduction  in  the 
public  debt,  private  debt  would  have  to  increase  faster 
than  normally,  and— indeed— faster  than  private  income.  If 
such  a  trend  began,  borrowers  would  before  long  become 
"overextended"  and  would  begin  to  reduce  theii-  rate  of 
new  borrowing  and  to  concentrate  for  a  while  on  repay- 
ment. This  is  clearly  the  right  and  prudent  course  for 
individuals,  but  the  effect  on  the  growth  of  total  debt— 
and  presumably  on  production— for  the  country  as  a  whole 
might  be  severely  restrictive. 

Even  if  the  retirement  of  public  debt  might  increase 
bank  reserves  and  make  it  easier  for  banks  to  lend,  it 
would  probably  make  it  more  difficult  (or  dangerous)  for 
borrowers  to  borrow.  In  running  a  budget  surplus,  the 
government  takes  from  taxpayers  more  purchasing  power 
than  it  uses  for  its  own  expenditures  on  goods  and  serv- 
ices, or  for  transfer  payments  to  other  spending  units.  The 
initial  effect  is  a  smaller  total  expenditure  by  both  govern- 
ment and  private  spenders  than  would  otherwise  occur, 
with  a  depressive  effect  on  economic  activity  unless  the 
economy  has  been  at  or  above  full  employment.  With  re- 
stricted markets  and  surplus  capacity,  the  incentive  to  bor- 
row is  reduced,  even  if  the  supply  of  loanable  funds  has 
been  raised  by  retirement  of  national  debt.  These  depres- 
sive effects,  which  may  follow  from  a  budget  surplus,  are 
in  fact  recognized  by  a  majority  of  economists. 

THE   GROWTH   PROBLEM 

In  its  concern  with  the  economic  effects  of  disarmament, 
public  opinion  has  mainly  emphasized  the  immediate  dan- 
ger of  depression.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  a  loss  of 
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impetus  to  growth  might  be  an  even  more  serious  danger 
in  the  long  run.  This  would  be  especially  important  in  a 
period  when,  owing  to  the  reduced  likelihood  of  military 
conflict,  there  would  be  increased  emphasis  on  economic, 
technological,  and  other  aspects  of  "competitive  coexist- 
ence." Defense  cuts  which  depressed  growth  to  a  rate  be- 
low that  of  our  rivals  could  then  have  serious  conse- 
quences. Perhaps  the  fear  of  such  a  development  is  one 
motive  for  resisting  disarmament.  At  any  rate,  if  disarma- 
ment is  to  occur,  it  clearly  behooves  those  who  value  the 
survival  of  democratic  and  liberal  institutions  to  face  up 
to  the  growth  difficulties  which  may  follow  and  to  can- 
vass the  ways  in  which  such  difficulties  may  be  avoided. 

The  record  is  not  reassuring  for  the  United  States  in 
recent  years.  After  the  1920s  the  periods  of  rapid  grovsiih 
have  been  those  of  rising  defense  outlays— 1940-44  and 
1950-53.  Indeed,  the  only  years  of  even  moderate  growth 
(substantially  above  two  per  cent,  let  us  say)  outside  these 
periods  have  been  based  on  either  (a)  recovery  from  a 
low  recession  base  (as  in  1955  and  1959),  or  (b)  filling 
war-created  backlogs  of  demand  (1948).  The  reasons  for 
the  correlation  in  the  United  States  between  defense  spend- 
ing and  growth  should  be  analyzed.  The  contrary  experi- 
ence noted  in  the  last  few  years  in  Western  Europe  should 
also  be  examined. 

A  survey  of  the  relation  of  defense  to  long-term  growth 
in  the  United  States  brings  into  view  four  points  which 
are  discussed  below. 

( 1 )  Defense  spending  in  recent  years  has  made  ex- 
traordinary contributions  to  education,  science,  re- 
search, and  product  development.  This  accounts  for  a 
substantial  part  of  the  total  current  U.S.  research 
effort,  especially  in  the  physical  sciences.  Among  the 
fruits  of  this  research  are  most  of  the  important  new 
products  appearing  in  the  last  decade. 

(2)  The  large  amounts  of  defense  expenditure  go- 
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ing  into  construction  (roads,  barracks,  air  bases,  and 
similar  developments) ,  or  into  heavy  or  durable  equip- 
ment, vehicles,  etc.,  all  of  which  are,  or  resemble, 
capital  goods,  and  many  of  which  have  collateral  ci- 
vilian uses  or  will  ultimately  be  turned  over  as  sur- 
plus equipment  to  the  civilian  economy,  thereby 
strengthen,  for  the  most  part,  its  productive  capac- 
ity, physical  plant,  and  economic  infrastructure.  Such 
expenditures  have,  moreover,  by  sharply  raising  the 
output  of  certain  key  industries,  stimulated  cost  sav- 
ing, introduction  of  labor-saving  machinery,  and  pro- 
ductivity improvement  generally. 

(3)  Some  reasons  why  defense  spending  has  con- 
tributed to  industrial  progress  are:  (a)  more  rigorous 
demand  for  continually  improved  performance  under 
field  conditions,  and  (b)  the  trend  to  standardization 
and  the  setting-up  of  formal  specifications,  which  are 
imposed  by  military  needs  and  tend  gradually  to  be 
adopted  in  non-defense  plants  as  well. 

(4)  The  ability  to  experiment  and  bring  in  new 
products  without  regard  to  profit  makes  possible  some 
long  shots  in  radical  new  developments.  Lavish  spend- 
ing on  pilot  plants  and  models  and  the  use  of  im- 
proved models  without  regard  to  possible  capital 
losses  may  pay  oflF  in  terms  of  growth. 

RESEARCH   ON   FISCAL   AND   MONETARY   POLICY 

Success  of  the  transition  to  a  postdefense  economy  will 
be  crucially  affected  by  the  monetary-fiscal  policies 
adopted.  Among  the  factors  to  be  considered  in  under- 
standing the  impact  of  these  policies,  and  in  arriving  at 
policies  suitable  for  such  a  period,  the  following  need  par- 
ticularly to  be  examined. 

1.  The  proportion  of  defense  savings  which  will  be  de- 
voted to  debt  reduction. 

2.  The  extent  to  which  offsetting  price  and  wage  ad- 
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justments  can  be  counted  on  to  generate  new  demand, 
without  deliberate  compensating  action. 

3,  The  effects  of  built-in  stabilizers— unemployment  com- 
pensation, farm  price-support  payments,  etc.— in  cushion- 
ing the  deflationary  effect  of  the  cuts  and  the  question  of 
their  adequacy  over  a  period  of  several  years,  with  cuts 
of  rather  large  size. 

4,  The  "negative  multiplier"  effect  of  the  cuts  to  the 
extent  not  offset  by  automatic  stabilizers. 

5.  The  extent  to  which  defense  savings  not  used  for 
debt  reduction  are  used  to  finance  tax  cuts  on  the  one 
hand  or  expanded  public  services  on  the  other. 

6.  Ways  in  which  particular  patterns  of  tax  cuts  that 
might  be  adopted,  or  particular  programs  of  public  serv- 
ices, would  tone  dov^oi  or  build  up  the  inflationary  impact. 

One  further  question  is  how  far  the  substitute  bill  of 
goods,  private  or  public,  is  comparable  with  the  defense 
bill  of  goods  it  is  to  replace.  If  the  new  bill  of  goods  draws 
upon  different  industries  and  different  regions  from  those 
which  formerly  supplied  the  defense  demands,  this  may 
cause  temporary  but  important  structural  problems.  There 
might  even  be  substantial  deflation  in  one  part  of  the  econ- 
omy while  an  inflationary  trend  developed  in  another. 

There  are  some  basic  questions  also  on  timing.  How  long 
does  it  take  to  translate  the  decision  to  discontinue  a  cer- 
tain program  into  actual  contract  termination,  notices  of 
termination,  and  shutdowns  and  layoffs  at  the  plant  level 
—both  with  prime  contractors  and  subcontractors?  How 
quickly  would  the  impact  filter  down  to  non-specialized 
producers  of  raw  materials  and  intermediate-stage  prod- 
ucts? During  a  period  of  cutbacks,  would  the  prime  con- 
tractors retain  more  defense  work  for  themselves  at  the 
expense  of  subcontractors,  or  would  they  hasten  to  recon- 
vert so  as  not  to  fall  behind  their  competitors?  What  might 
be  the  influence  of  political  pressures  from  particular  areas 
on  the  decision  makers?  What  degree  of  flexibility  and 
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discretion  in  making  adjustments  could  be  maintained  by 
public  agencies? 

On  the  timing  and  use  of  public  works  programs,  studies 
should  be  made  of  the  backlog  of  established  "needs"  in 
health,  education,  research,  resource  development,  trans- 
portation, urban  renewal,  and  the  like.  The  state  of  readi- 
ness of  programs  in  these  fields  should  be  examined  and 
realistic  estimates  made  of  their  possible  timing.  Evidence 
should  be  assembled,  on  the  basis  both  of  questionnaires 
and  surveys  of  previous  congressional  action,  as  to  how 
congressmen  feel  about  the  importance  of  these  programs 
and  how  likely  they  are  to  approve  projects  of  the  required 
size.  There  should  also  be  study  of  the  amounts  and  kinds 
of  labor  and  materials  needed  for  such  projects,  compared 
with  the  resources  to  be  released  by  the  defense  cuts.  Be- 
yond this,  a  fundamental  question  is  how  speedily  Con- 
gress could  be  expected  to  get  through  the  needed  legis- 
lation to  make  such  public  projects  effective  as  "fill-in." 

Special  attention  might  be  given  to  the  capital  and  tech- 
nical-assistance needs  of  underdeveloped  countries,  the 
willingness  of  Congress  to  expand  these  programs  rapidly, 
and  the  rate  at  which  underdeveloped  countries  could  ab- 
sorb such  assistance  without  needless  waste.  Here  again 
we  meet  the  question  as  to  how  far  these  needs  would  call 
for  the  same  types  of  materials  and  skills  as  those  released 
by  defense  cuts. 

If  tax  cuts  are  favored  as  a  substitute  channel  for  de- 
mand, we  need  to  examine  the  extent  to  which  existing 
tax-withholding  and  social-security  systems  can  work  to 
expand  consumer  buying  power.  In  the  light  of  historical 
tendencies  to  save  or  to  consume,  what  increases  in  private 
spending  might  we  expect  from  various  kinds  of  tax  cuts? 
What  would  be  the  outlook  for  streamlining  congressional 
action  to  carry  out  a  tax-cut  policy?  For  example,  could 
a  stand-by  tax  cut  be  voted  in  advance,  providing  for  pro- 
portional reductions  "across  the  board,"  which  would  come 
into  effect  upon  a  presidential  proclamation  (perhaps  on  a 
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joint  basis  with  a  key  congressional  committee,  such  as 
the  Joint  Economic  Committee)  that  defense  cuts  of  spe- 
cific size  had  been  ordered?  What  constitutional  or  other 
diflBculties  might  prevent  the  use  of  such  a  device,  and  how 
deep-seated  and  widespread  would  congressional  opposi- 
tion be? 

The  use  of  special  money  measures  to  help  smooth  the 
change-over  should  be  studied  in  the  light  of  experience 
and  of  the  powers  already  available  to  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System  and  the  Treasury.  The  points  below  might 
call  for  particular  attention. 

1.  The  extent  to  which  the  additional  free  banking  re- 
serves resulting  from  rapid  reduction  in  the  national  debt 
would  be  translated  into  a  rapid  increase  in  bank  loans 
and  other  forms  of  private  debt,  and  the  extent  to  which 
this  might  discourage  new  borrowing  in  the  next  time 
period. 

2.  The  expansion  which  might  follow  from  a  relaxation 
of  credit  terms  in  the  housing  field  (and  with  respect  to 
state  and  local  public  works),  and  the  time  lag  between 
the  easing  of  credit  and  the  increase  in  actual  construction. 

3.  The  hesitation  about  providing  more  liberal  credit 
which  might  be  felt  if  prices  were  rising,  due  either  to 
structural  bottlenecks  or  other  factors. 

4.  The  use  of  selective  credit  controls  to  cope  with  ex- 
cessive demand  in  special  areas  at  a  time  of  low  over-all 
demand  and  the  question  of  imposing  such  selective  con- 
trols in  a  period  of  general  credit  relaxation. 

ECONOMIC    GROWTH    WITHOUT    DEFENSE 

To  preserve  or  replace  the  more  dynamic  effects  of  the 
defense  program  is  a  challenge  to  initiative,  imagination, 
and  the  spirit  of  adventure.  A  few  possible  steps  are  set 
down  here. 

We  should  by  all  means  keep  up  and  even  expand  the 
educational  and  research  parts  of  the  defense  program  de- 
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spite  any  cutbacks  in  other  parts,  with  a  shifting  of  these 
functions  to  non-defense  uses.  Here  a  serious  question  arises 
as  to  whether  Congress  would  support  these  activities  on 
anything  like  present  levels  in  the  absence  of  a  defense 
motive. 

A  solid  part  of  any  defense  savings  should  be  earmarked 
for  expanding  higher  education  and  research,  especially  in 
the  training  of  scientists  and  engineers  and  for  subsidies 
to  teaching  and  research  in  these  fields.  This  might  even 
lead  to  the  creation  of  a  new  "Department  of  Higher  Edu- 
cation and  Research"! 

A  further  portion  of  the  savings  should  be  earmarked 
for  the  rapid  development  of  promising  new  processes  and 
products,  including  the  building  of  pilot  plants— possibly 
by  endowing  public  "Research  and  Development  Insti- 
tutes." These  should  be  permitted  to  finance  ventures  of 
private  companies  for  such  purposes,  for  example  by  pur- 
chase of  convertible  bonds  along  the  lines  of  a  "Small  Busi- 
ness Investment  Company." 

Some  needed  revisions  in  our  patent  and  anti-trust  laws 
might  stimulate  more  research  and  more  rapid  application 
of  research  results  to  product  development  and  improve- 
ment. 

The  government  might  well  take  more  initiative  in  the 
establishment  of  uniform  specifications,  for  product  testing 
and  grading,  and  for  making  the  results  of  these  known. 

Another  promising  move  would  be  to  earmark  a  part  of 
defense  savings  to  set  up  productivity  centers  in  this  coun- 
try such  as  the  United  States  has  successfully  promoted 
and  underwritten  in  Europe,  and  for  area  and  regional  de- 
velopment plans  for  our  own  underdeveloped  or  perma- 
nently depressed  areas. 

We  could  afford  to  experiment  with  reducing  the  tax 
burdens  on  innovation,  risk-bearing,  and  extra  work,  for 
instance,  by  permitting  longer  carry-forward  of  losses  on 
new  companies,  reducing  taxation  on  overtime  work,  and 
permitting   larger    deductions    for   women    workers    with 
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family  responsibilities.  A  non-tax  measure  tending  in  the 
same  direction  would  be  revision  of  social-security  legisla- 
tion to  encourage  older  persons  to  work  rather  than  cur- 
taihng  their  pension  rights  if  they  do. 


THE  TRANSFER  OR  RECONVERSION  PROBLEM 

Defense  production,  as  we  know,  has  been  heavily  con- 
centrated in  certain  areas  and  industries.  The  personnel 
employed  in  the  permanent  defense  estabhshment  have 
specialized  skills  not  always  readily  transferable  to  other 
work.  It  would  be  highly  desirable  to  get  a  sharper  picture 
of  exactly  what  and  where  these  problems  are,  to  take  their 
measure  so  that  the  people  best  suited  to  work  on  them 
could  be  setting  up  suggestions  for  their  solution.  It  may 
now  be  possible  to  use  certain  specialized  statistical  meth- 
ods, especially  "input-output"  analysis,  to  get  some  clues 
as  to  the  industries,  the  communities,  and  the  types  of 
workers  most  hkely  to  be  heavily  affected  by  disarmament 
cutbacks. 

To  be  sure,  most  of  the  complex  shifts  in  a  society  such 
as  ours  can  and  will  take  place  automatically,  through  the 
market  and  in  response  to  the  attempts  of  individuals  to 
find  new  jobs  and  of  managements  to  maintain  profits.  The 
reassuring  thing  about  the  Second  World  War  reconver- 
sion experience  is  the  demonstration  of  how  well  this  proc- 
ess works  if  only  adequate  over-all  demand  is  maintained. 

The  urgent  hard-core  reconversion  problems  are  more 
easily  and  directly  identifiable  and  are  probably  confined 
for  the  most  part  to  these  five  categories: 

1.  Heavily  defense-centered  communities,  with  lit- 
tle alternative  employment  opportunity  as  yet. 

2.  Companies  like  General  Dynamics,  with  a  large 
percentage  of  sales  in  defense  contracts. 

3.  Other  companies  with  large  specialized  facilities 
or  identifiable  divisions  for  defense  work. 
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4.  Production  or  research  facilities  owned  by  the 
Defense  Department. 

5.  Armed  services  personnel  lacking  educational  or 
professional  training  required  for  civilian  employment 
at  comparable  pay  and  prestige  levels.^ 

In  order  to  avoid  the  danger  of  bogging  down  in  a  welter 
of  unmanageable  detail,  research  on  this  kind  of  adjust- 
ment might  well  give  major  emphasis  to  the  following  ob- 
jectives: 

1.  Surveying  the  broad  dimensions  of  the  hard-core 
adjustment  problem  and  its  major  types. 

2.  Analyzing  a  few  illustrative  examples  of  particu- 
lar defense  commodities  or  defense-contract-centered 
companies,  to  show  in  some  detail  the  kinds  of  prob- 
lems they  face,  the  kinds  of  alternatives  they  have,  and 
their  resources  for  coping  with  the  situation. 

3.  Surveying  the  plans  which  the  "hard-core" 
companies  and  communities  are  developing  for  the 
change-over,  with  detailed  examination  and  evalua- 
tion of  a  few  specific  cases  to  examine  the  reahsm  of 
their  assumptions  and  their  adequacy  to  the  problem; 
where  no  planning  is  under  way,  examining  the  atti- 
tudes and  expectations  by  which  the  lack  is  justified. 

4.  Samphng  the  plans  and  attitudes  of  individuals 
who  seem  likely  to  face  serious  readjustments. 

5.  Summarizing  adjustment  studies  already  made 
on  non-hard-core  areas— e.g.,  Professor  Walter  Isard's 
study  of  the  impact  of  disarmament  on  Philadelphia. 

6.  Compiling  a  few  case  histories  of  community  and 
industry  adjustments  to  prior  defense  cuts— or  to  other 
major  changes  in  demand  or  technology— with  a  view 
to  discovering  factors  in  these  experiences  which  un- 

1  Problems  of  how  best  to  dispose  of  defense-owned  surplus 
plant,  stocks,  and  real  estate,  while  important,  need  not  be  ur- 
gent. Absorption  into  the  civilian  economy  can  take  place  grad- 
ually and  as  needed. 
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derlie  satisfactory  or  unsatisfactory  performance   in 
making  adjustment. 

7.  Examining  and  evaluating  various  recommenda- 
tions made  in  the  past  for  facilitating  transfers— such 
as,  retraining  and  relocation  assistance,  reconversion 
and  developmental  loans,  etc.  (Note  in  this  connec- 
tion that  in  many  cases  it  now  becomes  more  expen- 
sive to  replace  the  basic  community  facilities— homes, 
roads,  public  utilities,  schools  than  actual  plants  and 
equipment— with  a  trend  therefore  toward  bringing 
new  factories  to  established  communities  rather  than 
vice  versa!). 

8.  Finding  out  what  is  relevant  in  various  congres- 
sional hearings  and  technical  studies  on  depressed 
communities  in  the  United  States. 


THE    PROBLEM   OF    EQUITY 

This  is  perhaps  more  an  aspect  of  some  of  the  other 
adjustment  problems,  particularly  that  of  transfer  or  re- 
conversion, than  a  problem  in  its  own  right.  It  involves  an 
examination  of  the  adjustment  problems  previously  con- 
sidered, but  this  time  on  the  question  of  whether  the  costs 
of  making  the  necessary  adjustments  are  fairly  distributed. 
In  particular,  it  raises  the  question  whether  the  individuals 
and  companies  who  are,  so  to  speak,  at  the  focal  point 
of  a  major  change  in  government  policies  should  have  to 
shoulder  all  or  the  major  part  of  the  cost  of  the  change. 

Recognition  of  pubhc  responsibihty  in  this  area,  and  of 
the  desirability  of  widespread  sharing  of  the  burden,  might 
point  in  the  direction  of  some  such  devices  as: 

1.  Liberal  termination  pay  provisions  as  a  deducti- 
ble cost  in  cancelled  defense-contract  settlements. 

2.  Institution  of  supplementary  or  extended  unem- 
ployment-compensation payments  for  former  workers 
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on  defense  contracts,  or  for  workers  generally  during 
the  reconversion  period. 

3.  Liberal  government-financed  education,  retrain- 
ing, or  relocation  grants  or  loans,  and  possibly  small 
business  and  mortgage  loans,  to  disemployed  person- 
nel from  the  armed  services  and  defense  production. 

4.  Generous  terms  of  settlement  and  prompt  pay- 
ment on  prematurely  cancelled  defense  contracts; 
special  tax  concessions,  such  as  extended  carry-for- 
ward or  carry-back  of  losses,  or  rapid  depreciation 
provisions  on  new  and  reconverted  plant  and  equip- 
ment, or  other  financial  aids  to  defense  contractors, 
especially  small  ones. 

Research  under  this  heading  might  be  mainly  confined 
to  examination  of  the  likelihood  of  serious  hardship  to  cer- 
tain workers  or  companies,  case  studies  of  the  financial 
impact  on  individuals  and  companies  in  previous  cutbacks, 
and  the  probable  efifects  and  costs  of  such  devices  as  men- 
tioned above  for  equitably  sharing  the  financial  burden. 

The  experience  of  the  Social  Fund  or  the  European  Eco- 
nomic Community  (and  the  past  experience  of  the  Euro- 
pean Coal  and  Steel  Community)  might  also  be  worth  ex- 
amining from  this  point  of  view,  in  light  of  the  somewhat 
analogous  purpose  served.  Comparisons  could  also  be 
established  with  studies  made  in  support  of  legislation  in 
the  United  States  to  provide  adjustment  assistance  to  in- 
dustries, workers,  and  communities  injured  by  competi- 
tion from  imports  resulting  from  tariflF  concessions. 


THE    INTERNATIONAL    IMPACT    OF    DISARMAMENT 

This  discussion  has  centered  almost  exclusively  on  the 
United  States  economy  and  the  problems  it  might  encoun- 
ter in  adjusting  to  disarmament.  However,  these  basic 
problems  would  present  themselves  to  other  countries  as 
well.    They   would    affect   world   trade    and   international 
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financial  transactions.  Of  course  the  details  would  vary 
from  country  to  country.  The  fact  that  interest  in  such 
problems  is  growing  throughout  the  world  is  shown  by 
the  adoption  of  a  resolution  (introduced  by  Pakistan)  by 
the  United  Nations  Assembly  providing  for  a  study  of  in- 
ternational economic  impacts  of  disarmament. 

In  earlier  postwar  years  many  countries  were  having 
difficulty  in  accumulating  enough  dollar  credits  for  their 
needs,  and  it  looked  as  if  any  cutting  off  of  U.S.  overseas 
military  spending  would  compound  this  difficulty.  In  recent 
time  the  trend  has  been  reversed,  and  the  United  States 
has  begun  worrying  about  the  "gold  drain"  arising  from 
the  fact  that  large  dollar  balances  have  been  accumulated 
abroad.  This  might  make  adjustment  to  a  cut-off  of  U.S. 
military  spending  easier,  except  in  those  countries  which 
are  heavily  dependent  on  exports  of  strategic  materials.  In 
fact,  we  cannot  be  sure  that  the  effect  would  stop  with 
restoring  a  balance;  it  might  again  result  in  troublesome 
dollar  shortages  unless  international  adjustments  were 
planned  as  well  as  internal  ones.  Certainly  a  better  system 
of  international  reserves  could  be  set  up  than  the  one  we 
have  drifted  into  since  the  Second  World  War. 

Besides  the  over-all  payments  balance,  there  are  im- 
portant regional  problems.  The  balance  of  payments  of 
some  of  the  less  developed  countries  might  be  seriously  af- 
fected by  United  States  or  world  disarmament.  A  number 
of  tliese  countries  now  receive  substantial  amounts  of  de- 
fense-support aid  which,  besides  permitting  them  to  sup- 
port larger  armed  forces  than  they  otherwise  could,  also 
contribute  to  their  general  economic  progress.  In  some 
countries  even  the  strengthening  of  the  armed  forces  may 
make  an  economic  contiibution  through  educational  and 
training  functions  and  the  better  preservation  of  law  and 
order. 

Among  the  regional  problems  there  is  the  dilemma  of 
the  country  which  depends  upon  one  crop  or  mineral  prod- 
uct and  has  to  export  that  in  order  to  pay  for  its  neces- 
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saiy  imports  of  other  necessities.  If  this  one  product  is  a 
strategic  item  entering  into  U.S.  defense  production  and 
stockpiles,  a  sudden  cut  in  such  imports  would  be  a  serious 
matter.  This  would  be  made  worse  if  stockpiles  of  such 
products  now  held  by  importing  nations  were  to  be  thrown 
onto  the  international  market. 

Clearly  many  of  these  problems  could  be  oflFset  if  a  siz- 
able part  of  the  savings  on  armaments  were  diverted  into 
international  development.  Two  kinds  of  questions  arise  at 
this  point,  however.  First,  to  what  extent  is  there  genuine 
willingness  in  this  country,  on  a  poHtically  eflFective  (con- 
gressional) level,  to  follow  this  course?  Second,  to  what 
extent  could  the  pattern  of  goods  and  services  released  from 
military  preparation  be  really  used  for  international  devel- 
opment pmposes?  Clearly  there  is  room  here  for  careful 
study. 

CONCLUDING    COMMENT 

A  clear  examination  of  the  economic  problems  that  dis- 
armament might  raise,  and  hence  of  the  kind  of  research 
which  their  solution  calls  for,  naturally  puts  a  great  deal 
of  emphasis  upon  such  problems.  This  should  not  be  taken 
as  indicating  that  the  present  defense  program  is  an  eco- 
nomic boon  or  that  the  economic  problems  of  transition 
are  a  fearful  enough  bogy  to  halt  the  nation's  effort  toward 
disarmament.  In  order  to  keep  a  balanced  picture,  we  need 
to  remember  some  homely  and  obvious  facts. 

First,  the  defense  program  holds  a  large  area  of  waste, 
not  only  through  inefficient  organization  but  most  of  all  in 
its  claim  to  resources  which  could  be  used  for  positive 
human  betterment. 

Second,  while  disaraiament  readjustments  may  he  pain- 
ful, they  need  not  be,  if  we  use  forethought  and  adopt 
wise  policies. 

Third,  even  if  the  ti'ansition  were  to  prove  painful  in 
some  ways,  it  would  still  be  worth  making.  One  need  only 
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think  of  what  twenty  to  twenty-five  billion  dollars  a  year 
could  mean  to  the  nation  and  the  world  if  invested  in  pub- 
lic health,  research,  education,  foreign  aid,  and  tax  cuts, 
especially  in  a  world  where  tensions  had  been  eased 
through  disarmament  agreements  and  actual  disarmament. 

Fourth,  disarmament  is  and  must  remain  fundamentally 
a  political  and  not  an  economic  issue.  Economic  analysis 
of  defense  can  be  helpful  by  showing  us  how  the  decisions 
which  we  have  to  make  on  non-economic  grounds  can  be 
implemented  most  efiFectively  and  with  the  least  cost  and 
trouble.  But  these  decisions  themselves  should,  normally, 
be  made  entirely  independently  of  economic  considerations. 
Within  broad  limits  we  can  always  "afford"  to  purchase 
all  the  defense  we  really  need  and  to  eliminate  all  the  de- 
fense we  don't  need— the  criterion  of  "need"  remaining 
throughout  a  technical,  political,  and  moral  problem,  not 
an  economic  one. 

In  the  long  run,  a  world  disarmed  and  freed  from  the 
threat  of  war  would  not  only  be  a  more  secure,  a  happier, 
and  an  ethically  sounder  world  to  live  in  but  it  could  also 
be  a  world  with  substantially  greater  resources  to  enrich 
human  existence.  One  contribution  economists  might  make 
to  help  create  such  a  peaceful  world  is  to  assess  the  diffi- 
culties of  the  transition  and  plan  in  advance  how  they  can 
be  met,  thereby  dispelling  economic  fears  of  the  transi- 
tion. It  is  for  this  purpose  that  the  program  of  research 
presented  here  has  been  conceived. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In  projecting  future  United  States  foreign  policy  toward 
any  area  of  the  world,  it  is  essential,  first  of  all,  to  define  the 
assumptions  on  which  this  policy  is  expected  to  be  based. 

The  suggestions  presented  in  this  paper  on  policy  toward 
Southeast  Asia  and  Japan  are  developed  on  the  assump- 
tion that  in  the  years  ahead  the  cold-war  struggle  between 
the  United  States,  as  leader  of  the  non-Communist  coah- 
tion,  and  the  U.S.S.R.,  as  leader  of  the  Communist  bloc, 
will  henceforth  be  focused  not  on  preparations  for  a  mili- 
tary showdown  but  on  plans  for  economic  and  ideological 
competition.  If  this  assumption  is  correct,  then  United 
States  policy  in  Southeast  Asia  and  Japan  should  have  as 
its  principal  objective  not  the  military  build-up  of  the  coun- 
tries in  this  area  but  the  strengthening  of  their  political 
stability,  their  economic  development,  the  improvement  of 
their  social  welfare,  and  the  expansion  of  their  educational 
facilities. 

Such  a  program  of  non-military,  peaceful  reconstruction 
of  non- Western  areas,  designed  to  prepare  them  as  rapidly 
as  possible  for  effective  participation  in  the  world  commu- 
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nity  of  the  twentieth  century,  should  be  carried  out  ir- 
respective of  whether  these  countries  have  strong  Com- 
munist elements  or,  of  their  own  free  choice,  political  and 
economic  relations  with  members  of  the  Communist  bloc. 


ATTITUDE    TOWARD   DEMOCRACY 

In  dealing  with  the  countries  of  Southeast  Asia  we  must 
recognize  that  the  peoples  of  this  area  (like  those  of  Rus- 
sia, sections  of  Eastern  Europe,  the  Middle  East,  Africa, 
and  Latin  America)  have  not  shared  the  experience  of 
Western  Europe  and  the  United  States,  These  peoples  have 
been  little  or  not  at  all  affected  by  the  main  forces  which 
have  shaped  Western  civilization,  such  as  the  Greek  city- 
state,  the  legal  and  administrative  ideas  and  practices  of 
the  Roman  Empire,  the  concepts  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church,  the  Reformation  and  the  Renaissance,  the  English, 
French,  and  American  revolutions,  and  the  Industrial  Rev- 
olution. They  have  long  and  glorious  histories  of  their  own; 
they  have  forged  great  civilizations  based  on  Hinduism, 
Buddhism,  Islam;  they  have  made  distinguished  contribu- 
tions to  the  cultural  heritage  of  the  world  through  their 
religions,  philosophies,  architecture,  art,  literature,  music. 
But  their  political,  economic,  and  social  development,  for  a 
variety  of  historical  reasons,  has  been  profoundly  different 
from  that  of  the  Western  peoples. 

It  is  therefore  unrealistic  to  expect  that,  merely  because 
in  the  last  decade  the  peoples  of  Southeast  Asia  have 
achieved  independence  from  the  colonial  rule  of  Western 
powers— Britain,  France,  the  Netherlands— they  will  simul- 
taneously bridge  the  gap  of  centuries  which  separates  them 
from  Western  Europe  and  the  United  States  and  establish 
political  institutions  familiar  to  the  Western  democracies. 
These  institutions,  it  should  be  recalled,  took  hundreds  of 
years  to  develop  in  the  West— a  fact  little  understood  in 
the  United  States,  which  had  the  good  fortune  to  inherit 
ideas  and  practices  for  which  the  peoples  of  England  and 

254 


Southeast  Asia  and  Japan 

France  had  fought  and  died  in  many  a  bloody  struggle. 
If  we  take  the  Magna  Charta  as  the  point  of  departure 
for  democracy,  we  can  see  that  it  took  Britain  700  years  to 
develop  its  modem  democratic  institutions.  We  must  there- 
fore show  understanding  of  the  myriad  difficulties  faced 
by  the  technologically  underdeveloped  peoples  of  South- 
east Asia  in  achieving  what  we  call  democracy.  Nor  should 
we  urge  them  to  set  up  democratic  institutions  which,  un- 
less rooted  in  their  own  traditions,  may  prove  merely  a 
fagade  for  continued  authoritarianism,  as  proved  to  be  the 
case  in  Japan  before  Pearl  Harbor. 

Instead,  we  should  face  the  fact  that  the  peoples  of 
Southeast  Asia,  who  are  wrestling  with  tremendous  prob- 
lems of  population  growth,  demand  for  land  reform,  short- 
ages of  food,  tensions  and  maladjustments  resulting  from 
the  early  stages  of  industrialization,  and  internal  stresses 
between  vaiious  political,  racial,  and  linguistic  groups,  need 
today  and  probably  for  many  years  to  come  strong  govern- 
ments capable  of  maintaining  the  unity  of  newly  independ- 
ent nations,  of  modernizing  their  economies,  of  carrying 
out  necessary  but  often  harsh  reforms,  and  of  protecting 
their  territories  against  encroachments  by  their  neighbors. 

This  means  that  we  shall  have  to  accept  the  existence 
in  Southeast  Asia  of  authoritarian  governments  of  one  kind 
or  another— whether  the  military  rule  under  martial  law 
of  Marshal  Ayub  Khan  in  Pakistan  or  the  recently  termi- 
nated military  rule  of  General  Ne  Win  in  Burma,  or  the 
"guided  democracy"  of  Sukarno  in  Indonesia,  or  the  mili- 
tary dictatorship  of  Thailand.  The  best  we  can  hope  for 
in  this  area  is  authoritarianism  without  totalitarianism— that 
is,  governments  which  have  authority  to  take  whatever 
measures  they  regard  as  desirable,  but  are  willing  to  as- 
sure civil  liberties  and  do  not  seek  to  brainwash  or  in- 
doctrinate their  citizens,  as  has  been  done  by  Communists 
in  China  and  Russia. 

In  our  relations  with  these  authoritarian  governments 
we  should  avoid  criticizing  them  for  not  being  democratic 
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in  the  Western  sense  of  the  term.  Instead,  we  should  com- 
mend them  for  all  steps  they  take  to  improve  the  welfare 
and  protect  the  personal  freedoms  of  then-  citizens.  The 
governments  of  Southeast  Asia,  whatever  their  political 
label,  find  themselves  forced  to  adopt  measures  which 
many  Americans  may  criticize  as  tantamount  to  "social- 
ism," if  not  to  "communism,"  for  the  simple  reason  that 
they  must  control  and  direct,  more  or  less  strictly,  the  eco- 
nomic and  social  development  of  their  peoples  if  stagna- 
tion and  hence  continued  misery,  which  produce  rising 
discontent  threatening  internal  upheavals,  are  not  to  be 
the  fate  of  the  nations  they  rule.  We  must  therefore  rid 
ourselves  of  fear  about  "socialism"  in  Southeast  Asia  and 
accept  the  fact  that  even  governments  we  would  regard 
as  "conservative"  cannot  escape  intervening  in  the  opera- 
tion of  their  countries'  economies.  At  the  same  time,  we 
should  not  hesitate  to  point  out  the  features  of  our  own 
democratic  institutions  of  which  we  are  particularly  proud 
—and  at  the  same  time  should  do  everything  in  our  power 
to  correct  failings  in  our  society,  notably  with  respect  to 
our  Negro  fellow  citizens,  that  mar  the  image  of  de- 
mocracy which  we  oflFer  as  an  example  to  be  followed  by 
other  peoples. 

In  this  over-all  picture  of  non-totalitarian  authoritarian- 
ism, two  countries  appear  as  exceptions:  India  and  Japan. 

India,  like  other  countries  of  Southeast  Asia,  lacks  the 
elements  which  the  West  usually  regards  as  prerequisites 
of  democracy:  a  homogeneous  population  of  manageable 
size;  natural  resources  suflBlcient  for  a  viable  economy,  with 
a  balanced  ratio  of  resources  to  population;  a  strong  middle 
class;  large-scale  industrialization;  and  universal  literacy. 
In  spite  of  this,  India,  through  an  exceptional  combination 
of  its  own  religious  and  philosophical  traditions,  its  political 
and  administrative  experience  under  enlightened  rulers 
such  as  the  Hindu  Emperor  Asoka  and  the  Muslim  ruler 
Akbar,  and  the  comprehension  of  the  basic  concepts  of 
Western  democracy,  which  it  absorbed  from  the  British 
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during  the  period  of  colonial  rule,  has  developed  new  pat- 
terns of  democracy  in  which  Western  ideas  and  practices 
have  been  adapted  to  Indian  traditions.  The  success  of  the 
Indian  form  of  democracy,  as  contrasted  with  the  totali- 
tarian system  of  Communist  China,  may  determine 
whether  other  countries  of  Asia  will,  in  the  future,  choose 
the  Indian  model  in  preference  to  that  of  China.  But  even 
in  India  the  stupendous  task  of  transforming  a  premedieval 
village  society  into  a  modern  state  capable  of  making  use 
of  atomic  energy  fo~  peace-time  purposes  has  been  car- 
ried out  under  the  direction  of  an  outstanding  "charis- 
matic" leader,  Jawaharlal  Nehru,  who,  however,  in  con- 
trast to  the  leaders  of  other  Southeast  Asian  nations,  has 
respected  and  made  effective  use  of  democratic  institutions. 
And  the  experience  of  some  Western  nations— notably 
France  under  President  Charles  de  Gaulle— would  indicate 
that  even  experienced  democracies,  when  faced  with  grave 
problems,  resort  to  authoritarian  rulers. 

It  would  be  hazardous  to  predict  the  political  situation 
that  might  develop  in  India  after  Nehru  has  left  the  scene. 
No  leader  of  comparable  stature  and  influence  has  yet 
emerged,  and  it  is  possible  that  India  might  experience  a 
period  of  transition  during  which  a  "caretaker"  govern- 
ment headed  by  one  of  Nehru's  present  associates,  such 
as  Finance  Minister  Morarji  Desai,  might  prepare  the 
ground  for  a  new  governing  team,  which  might  be  strongly 
staffed  with  technicians.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  if 
India  succeeds  in  making  its  economic  "take-off"  and  in 
providing  its  people  with  at  least  modest  improvement  of 
their  living  conditions,  it  will  thereby  succeed  in  preventing 
the  growth  of  communism  and  maintain  a  political  system 
based  on  parliamentary  institutions,  respect  for  law,  pro- 
tection of  the  rights  of  the  individual,  and  nonviolence 
at  home  and  abroad.  But  if  India  is  to  achieve  this  ob- 
jective, it  will  require,  according  to  i960  estimates,  at 
least  five  biUion  dollars  in  outside  assistance,  which  would 
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have   to   come  largely  from   the   United   States   in   loans, 
credits,  and  commodities  such  as  wheat  and  rice. 

By  contrast  to  India,  Japan,  having  made  an  early  start 
on  modernization  a  century  ago,  has  succeeded  in  creating 
an  efficient  and  diversified  industrialized  economy,  has 
achieved  a  high  degree  of  literacy,  and  has  developed  a 
significant  and  influential  middle  class,  although  it  has  not 
yet  succeeded  in  solving  the  many  problems  created  by  its 
large  population  which,  although  now  subject  to  various 
forms  of  regulation,  continues  to  press  dangerously  on  its 
resources.  The  Japanese  have  established  the  institutions  of 
a  parliamentary  democracy  and,  following  their  military 
defeat  in  the  Second  World  War,  have  reduced  the  role  of 
the  once  dominant  emperor  to  that  of  a  ceremonial  head  of 
state. 

It  is  not  yet  clear,  however,  whether  the  Japanese  people 
have  absorbed  the  ideas  of  democracy,  either  in  their  polit- 
ical life  or  in  their  relations  with  each  other.  Experts  fear 
that,  in  the  foreseeable  future,  Japan,  while  outwardly  a 
two-party  state,  will  continue  to  be  ruled  by  one  party,  the 
conservatives  Liberal-Democrats— much  as  West  Germany, 
although  a  two-party  country,  continues  to  be  ruled  by  the 
conservative  party  of  Chancellor  Konrad  Adenauer.  Should 
the  possibility  of  pohtical  change  continue  to  be  blocked, 
it  is  not  impossible  that  communism  may  make  greater 
gains  in  Japan  than  in  India,  where  a  more  flexible  political 
system  and  a  greater  degree  of  self-criticism  permit  the 
existence  of  a  variety  of  smaller  parties  which  can,  and  do, 
challenge  the  ruling  Congress  party.  The  riots  staged  in 
Japan  by  opponents  of  ths  United  States-Japanese  security 
ti-eaty  in  the  spring  of  i960,  which  prevented  the  visit  of 
President  Eisenhower  to  Japan,  revealed  the  strength  of 
resistance  to  rearmament  and  the  fear  of  the  Japanese,  not 
limited  to  the  leftists,  that  military  co-operation  with  the 
United  States  might  draw  the  country  into  a  nuclear  war, 
whose  dangers  are  most  keenly  felt  by  a  people  who  ex- 
perienced the  consequences  of  Nagasaki  and  Hiroshima. 
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The  resounding  victory  of  the  ruhng  Liberal-Democratic 
party  under  Premier  Hayato  Ikeda  in  the  November  i960 
elections,  which  won  300  out  of  467  seats  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  was  due  not  to  popular  approval  of  the 
United  States-Japanese  treaty,  as  claimed  by  some  editorial 
writers  in  the  United  States,  but  to  economic  considera- 
tions, notably  Premier  Ikeda's  promise  that  his  government 
would  double  the  national  income  in  ten  years.  The  future 
military  relationship  of  the  United  States  with  Japan  re- 
mains subject  to  question  by  the  opposition;  and  the  need 
to  expand  the  country's  economy  may  lead  Japan  to  de- 
velop economic  ties  with  Communist  China.  Given  these 
circumstances,  it  is  particularly  important  that  the  United 
States  should  be  acquainted  and  maintain  contacts  with 
the  non-conservative  groups  in  Japan  and  not  give  the  im- 
pression that  it  is  committed  solely  and  irrevocably  to  the 
conservatives  as  the  bastion  of  our  security  in  Asia. 

ATTITUDE    TOWARD    ECONOMIC    DEVELOPMENT 

The  countries  of  Southeast  Asia  now,  and  for  years  to 
come,  require  substantial  aid  both  in  terms  of  money  and 
of  technical  know-how  of  all  kinds.  This  aid  can  come  from 
several  sources:  the  United  States;  the  industrial  nations  of 
Western  Europe— primarily  Britain  and  West  Germany; 
Japan;  the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  industrial  nations  of  Eastern 
Europe,  notably  Czechoslovakia;  the  Colombo  Plan;  inter- 
national financial  agencies  such  as  the  World  Bank,  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  and  the  newly  created  In- 
ternational Development  Loan  Association;  speciahzed  in- 
ternational agencies  such  as  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Organization  and  the  World  Health  Organization;  and  the 
technical-assistance  program  of  the  United  Nations. 

In  planning  future  aid  to  Southeast  Asia,  the  United 
States  should  bear  the  following  considerations  in  mind: 

1.  It  is  estimated  that  aid  will  be  required  for  some 
fifty  years  if  the  coimtries  of  Southeast  Asia  are  to  reach 
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the  point  of  "take-off"  for  modem  economic  development. 
Of  all  the  countries  in  this  area,  India  alone  is  regarded  as 
being  at  the  take-off  stage— but,  just  because  of  this,  India 
is  in  particularly  urgent  need  of  expanded  aid,  so  that  it 
will  not  lose  the  momentum  already  achieved.  Thus  the 
United  States  should  make  long-term  plans  for  aid  to  this 
area. 

Long-term  planning  is  essential  for  effective  planning  by 
the  Southeast  Asian  governments,  which  are  trying  to  map 
out  their  economic  needs  and  set  their  targets  over  periods, 
usually,  of  five  years.  The  practice  followed  by  the  United 
States  of  voting  foreign-aid  appropriations  on  an  annual 
basis— with  uncertainty  every  year  both  on  the  part  of  the 
Executive  and  of  the  nations  requesting  aid  as  to  what  will 
be  the  final  outcome  of  congressional  debates— should  be 
replaced  by  a  system  under  which  long-term  (preferably 
five-year)  appropriations  would  be  voted,  subject  to  con- 
gressional review  at  the  end  of  every  fiscal  year. 

2,  Aid  is  needed  for  several  purposes:  for  the  moderniza- 
tion and  diversification  of  agriculture;  for  the  building  of 
each  country's  infrastructure— roads,  dams,  transportation 
facilities,  irrigation  projects,  and  so  on,  which  are  essential 
to  create  a  base  for  industrialization;  for  the  construction 
of  industrial  enterprises,  whether  light  or  heavy  industries, 
depending  on  each  country's  available  raw  materials;  for 
the  training  of  personnel  in  modern  science  and  technology; 
for  the  creation  of  educational  facilities;  for  the  expansion 
of  community  development  projects,  which  have  the  triple 
purpose  of  accelerating  the  transformation  of  village  life, 
of  increasing  agricultural  productivity,  and  of  encouraging 
grass-roots  self-government. 

Private  investors  and  philanthropic  foundations  can  and 
do  make  a  valuable  and  welcome  contribution  to  some 
of  these  tasks.  At  the  present  stage  of  development,  how- 
ever, the  bulk  of  aid  will  have  to  come  from  governments 
or  international  agencies,  either  because  the  projects  to  be 
undertaken  cannot  bring  the  financial  returns  which  private 
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investors  legitimately  expect,  or  because  the  size  of  the 
funds  required  is  beyond  the  resources  of  private  investors 
and  private  philanthropies— or  both.  Thus  American  pohti- 
cal  leaders  should  endeavor  to  explain  to  voters  in  the 
United  States  that  contributions  by  our  government  cannot 
be  effectively  replaced  by  private  investment  or  by  private 
charity,  although  both  should  be  encouraged  to  the  ut- 
most. And  while  private  investors  can  legitimately  seek 
guarantees  for  compensation  in  case  of  nationalization  and 
for  repatriation  of  their  gains,  the  United  States  govern- 
ment needs  to  weigh  carefully  the  question  whether  it 
should  take  any  actions  that  could  be  regarded  as  under- 
writing and  special  protection  of  private  investments  and 
thus,  conceivably,  as  intervention  in  the  internal  economic 
affairs  of  the  underdeveloped  country  where  investments 
are  made. 

3.  The  scope  and  variety  of  aid  required  by  Southeast 
Asia  are  so  vast  that  there  will  be  plenty  of  room  for  every 
country  and  every  agency  which  can  be  enlisted  in  this 
task.  The  United  States  should  not  oppose  aid  by  the 
U.S.S.R.  and  the  countries  of  Eastern  Europe;  on  the  con- 
trary, it  should  welcome  such  aid.  For  ff  our  objective  is 
to  speed  up  the  technological  development  and  the  welfare 
improvement  of  Southeast  Asia,  then  aid  from  any  quarter 
can  prove  useful.  We  should  not  fear  competition  by  the 
Communist  countries.  On  the  contrary,  we  should  invite  it 
by  challenging  them  to  outdo  us  in  generosity,  eflSciency, 
and  quality  of  performance.  Unless  the  United  States  econ- 
omy suffers  grave  retrogression,  this  country  should  be 
able  to  succeed  in  such  a  competition  by  increasing  its 
own  rate  of  economic  growth. 

Nor  should  we  refuse  aid  to  Communist  countries,  if  aid 
is  requested.  We  are  already  giving  aid  to  Communist 
countries  in  Eastern  Europe— Poland  and  Yugoslavia.  The 
eventuality  of  undiluted  Communist  regimes  is  not  at  pres- 
ent anticipated  in  Southeast  Asia.  However,  the  United 
States  might  make  a  powerful  impression  on  countries  in 
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this  area  by  declaring  that  it  would  be  ready  to  give  aid 
to  Communist  China,  which  now  reHes  almost  exclusively 
on  financial  and  technological  aid  from  the  Soviet  bloc, 
once  Peiping  has  been  admitted  to  represent  China  in  the 
United  Nations. 

4.  Over  the  long  run,  however,  national  aid,  whether 
by  individual  nations  or  by  nations  grouped  in  some  new 
agency  like  the  agency  for  aid  to  underdeveloped  coun- 
tries proposed  by  now  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  C.  Doug- 
las Dillon  for  Western  Europe,  Canada,  and  the  United 
States,  may  prove  less  desirable  and  less  eflFective  than  the 
channeling  of  aid  through  international  agencies,  and  par- 
ticularly through  the  technical-assistance  program  of  the 
United  Nations.  Competition  in  aid  to  underdeveloped 
countries  by  the  West  and  the  Soviet  bloc  has  many  ad- 
vantages for  the  recipient  countries,  which  are  now  in  a 
position  to  bid  one  side  off  against  the  other— but  such 
competition,  although  clearly  preferable  to  the  cold-war 
struggle,  continues  to  have  pohtical  overtones.  If  all  the 
technologically  advanced  nations  (and  this  group  now  in- 
cludes the  U.S.S.R.  and  Czechoslovakia,  in  addition  to  the 
United  States,  Canada,  the  Western  European  nations,  and 
Japan)  could  be  persuaded  to  pool  their  resources,  and  to 
place  them  under  the  administrative  supervision  of  the 
United  Nations,  three  gains  would  be  achieved: 

(a)  The  pooled  aid  could  be  allocated  to  the  nations 
requiring  aid  at  periodic  meetings  attended  by  both  givers 
and  recipients,  as  is  now  done  under  the  highly  successful 
Colombo  Plan.  The  psychological  tensions  created  by  the 
recurring  need  of  each  country  to  go,  hat  in  hand,  to  Mos- 
cow or  Washington,  London  or  Bonn,  for  one  kind  of  aid 
or  another  would  be  eliminated,  and  a  genuine  partner- 
ship between  the  "have"  countries  and  the  "have-nots" 
could  be  created. 

(b)  The  pooling  of  aid  would  permit  long-term  plan- 
ning on  a  regional  basis,  thereby  eliminating  the  dangers 
of  duplication  between  requests  for  aid,  individual  projects, 
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and  nationalistic  demands  for  developments  which  may 
contribute  to  a  country's  prestige  but  not  enhance  its  over- 
all development.  The  success  achieved  by  Western  Europe 
in  pooling  its  resources  to  develop  Euratom  is  an  example 
of  what  might  be  done  in  Southeast  Asia. 

(c)  The  administration  of  aid  by  the  United  Nations 
would  permit  strict  supervision  of  the  use  made  by  each 
recipient  country  of  the  funds  allocated  for  its  develop- 
ment, without  the  danger  that  such  supervision— which  is 
essential  to  the  honest  and  eflRcient  operation  of  all  aid 
programs— will  be  denounced  by  the  recipient  as  an  act  of 
"imperialism,"  or  "intervention,"  or  "strings  attached"  by 
the  contributing  nation.  Then  distressing  episodes  such  as 
the  alleged  mismanagement  of  United  States  aid  to  Laos 
and  Vietnam  could  be  avoided. 

It  must  therefore  be  hoped  that  the  United  States  will 
overcome  its  present  reluctance  to  channel  the 'bulk  of  its 
aid  funds  through  the  United  Nations  and  instead  take  the 
leadership  in  urging  primacy  for  this  method  of  admin- 
istering aid  for  underdeveloped  countries. 

The  economic  position  of  Japan  is  in  sharp  contrast  to 
that  of  the  countries  of  Southeast  Asia.  Japan  is  a  highly 
industrialized  and  technologically  competent  nation.  In 
spite  of  its  population  problem,  it  is  a  "have"  nation,  with 
a  standard  of  living  infinitely  superior  to  that  of  any  of  its 
Asian  neighbors.  And  because  of  its  financial  and  tech- 
nological resources  it  is  in  a  position  to  give  aid  to  less 
developed  countries.  However,  those  of  the  Southeast  Asian 
countries  which  suffered  from  Japanese  conquest  during 
the  Second  World  War— particularly  the  Philippines  and 
Indonesia— do  not  share  the  enthusiasm  of  the  United  States 
for  Japan  and,  while  eager  to  obtain  reparations  for  war 
damages  inflicted  by  the  Japanese,  are  not  always  eager  for 
aid  or  trade  with  Japan  if  other  sources  of  assistance  and 
other  markets  are  available.  In  this  respect,  too,  channeling 
of  aid  through  the  United  Nations  would  make  it  possible 
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to  use  contributions  by  Japan,  a  member  of  the  UN,  with- 
out the  stigma  of  the  national  label. 

Meanwhile,  Japan  itself  needs  aid— but  of  another  kind 
than  the  countries  of  Southeast  Asia.  If  Japan  is  to  main- 
tain its  present  standard  of  living  and,  hopefully,  to  im- 
prove it,  the  Japanese  will  need  to  find  expanding  markets 
overseas  for  their  varied  manufactured  goods.  Unless  the 
United  States  can  enlarge  its  purchases  of  Japanese  prod- 
ucts such  as  textiles,  cameras,  stainless-steel  cutlery,  and 
so  on,  Japan  will  need  to  look  elsewhere  for  customers. 
While  the  countries  of  Southeast  Asia  need  many  of  the 
consumer  goods  as  well  as  the  heavy-industiy  products  of 
Japan,  they  usually  do  not  have  the  foreign  currency  to 
make  purchases  there;  and  meanwhile  India  and  Com- 
munist China  now  compete  with  Japan  in  the  export  of 
various  goods— India  particularly  in  textiles.  Communist 
China  in  a  wide  range  of  products,  from  textiles  to  bicycles 
and  flashlights.  The  presence  in  several  Southeast  Asian 
countiies  (Thailand,  Indonesia,  the  Philippines)  of  large 
Chinese  communities  facilitates  Peiping's  export  drive  in 
the  area.  The  one  important  exception  to  this  situation  is 
India,  which  was  not  invaded  by  Japan  in  the  Second 
World  War,  finds  there  is  a  market  in  Japan  for  some  of  its 
raw  materials,  notably  iron  ore,  and  is  importing  machin- 
ery and  other  goods,  as  well  as  technical  assistance,  from 
Japan.  In  the  long  run,  however,  the  Japanese  may  have 
to  seek  markets  in  Communist  China— and  they  can  be  ex- 
pected to  do  so  if  and  when  Peiping  is  admitted  to  the 
United  Nations. 

A  new  and  highly  controversial  question  about  foreign 
aid  has  been  raised  in  connection  with  the  problem  of  pop- 
ulation growth  in  the  underdeveloped  countries,  including 
some  of  the  Southeast  Asian  countries,  notably  India.  The 
population  explosion,  as  is  well  known,  results  from  the 
sharp  decline  in  the  death  rate  due  to  medical  improve- 
ment and  public  health  measures,  with  no  corresponding 
decline  in  the  birth  rate.  The  1959  report  of  the  Draper 
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Committee,  entrusted  by  President  Eisenhower  with  the 
task  of  reviewing  mihtary  and  economic  aid,  stated  that 
"no  realistic  discussion  of  economic  development  can  fail 
to  note  that  development  efforts  in  many  areas  of  the  world 
are  being  offset  by  increasingly  rapid  population  growth." 
The  committee  recommended  that,  in  order  to  meet  more 
effectively  the  problems  of  economic  development,  the 
United  States  should,  among  other  things,  "assist  those 
countries  with  which  it  is  cooperating  in  economic  aid 
programs,  on  request,  in  the  formulation  of  their  plans  de- 
signed to  deal  with  the  problem  of  rapid  population 
growth." 

The  Draper  report,  it  will  be  recalled,  brought  a  strong 
statement  on  November  25,  1959,  by  the  Roman  Catholic 
bishops  of  the  United  States,  opposing  birth-control  aid  by 
government  agencies.  So  far  as  can  be  ascertained,  no  coun- 
try has  asked  the  United  States  for  information  about  birth 
control,  which  is  now  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
throughout  the  world.  What  several  underdeveloped  coun- 
tries, notably  India,  seek  are  two  things:  increased  eco- 
nomic aid,  so  that  they  can  allocate  more  of  their  own 
resources  to  population-regulation  measures  they  have 
chosen  to  undertake  (in  India,  as  well  as  in  Japan,  the 
government  supports  programs  of  birth  control  and  sterili- 
zation, and  abortion  is  widely  practiced  in  Japan);  and 
intensification  of  research  in  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
covery of  a  contraceptive  which  would  be  both  inexpensive 
and  easily  usable  under  the  living  conditions  of  under- 
developed countries  (an  experiment  with  oral  contracep- 
tives which  might  be  useful  under  such  conditions  is  being 
conducted  in  Puerto  Rico).  In  any  case,  it  would  be  wise 
that  any  measures  which  may  be  undertaken  to  further 
planned  parenthood  in  underdeveloped  countries  should 
be  effected  through  the  United  Nations  and  other  interna- 
tional agencies,  on  a  multilateral  basis,  rather  than  initiated 
by  individual  nations. 

The  views  of  all  rehgious  groups  are  entitled  to  respect- 
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ful  consideration.  The  question  must  be  faced,  however, 
whether  the  United  States  can  continue  to  assist  death  con- 
trol through  aid  to  pubHc  health  and  improved  welfare  in 
the  Southeast  Asian  countries,  without  taking  some  respon- 
sibility for  the  resulting  population  pressures  which  arise 
in  the  absence  of  birth  control.  If  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment is  precluded  from  taking  the  measures  proposed 
by  the  Draper  Committee,  then  American  political  leaders 
have  a  responsibility  to  urge  increased  efforts  by  private 
organizations  and  individuals  in  this  country,  through  re- 
search and  other  means,  to  bring  nearer  the  day  when 
underdeveloped  countries  can,  of  their  own  free  choice, 
and  with  the  support  of  leaders  of  their  ov^m  religious 
faiths,  deal  as  they  choose  with  population  growth  v^^ithin 
their  borders. 


ATTITUDE    TOWARD    ARMS    AND    NEUTRALISM 

In  Southeast  Asia,  as  in  other  non-Western  areas  of 
the  world,  the  United  States,  since  the  onset  of  the  cold 
war,  has  been  confronted  with  two  categories  of  nations: 
those  which,  like  India,  Burma,  and  Indonesia,  have  chosen 
not  to  become  aligned  with  either  of  the  two  blocs— the 
non-Communist  bloc  led  by  the  United  States  and  the  So- 
viet bloc  led  by  the  U.S.S.R.;  and  those  which,  like  Paki- 
stan, Thailand,  the  Philippines,  South  Korea,  South  Viet- 
nam, have  chosen  to  take  a  strong  stand  against  the 
Communist  bloc  and  to  accept  military  aid  from  the  United 
States. 

For  many  years  after  the  Korean  War  the  United  States 
was  highly  critical  of  what  it  first  called  "neutrality,"  and 
later  "neutralism,"  although  official  statements  on  this  point 
did  not  always  harmonize  (thus  in  1956  Secretary  of  State 
John  Foster  Dulles,  referring  to  India,  said  "neutralism  is 
immoral,"  while  approximately  at  the  same  time  President 
Eisenhower  declared  that  he  understood  the  policy  of  In- 
dia, which  made  him  think  of  the  no  foreign-commitment 
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policy  of  the  United  States  under  George  Washington). 
Many  American  spokesmen  kept  on  asking  Mr.  Nehru:  Are 
you  with  us  or  against  us?— although  if  they  meant  that 
India  had  to  decide  for  or  against  democracy  this  was  a 
futile  question,  since  India  had  answered  it  immediately 
after  accepting  independence,  when  it  voluntarily  joined 
democratic  Britain  in  the  Commonwealth.  Meanwhile,  in 
the  Southeast  Asia  Treaty  Organization  (SEATO)  the 
United  States  backed  the  countries  which  had  pledged 
themselves  to  oppose  Communist  aggression  and  gave  each 
anti-Communist  country  military  aid. 

During  1959  this  policy  underwent  a  noticeable,  al- 
though not  yet  explicitly  formulated,  change.  The  United 
States  appears  to  have  accepted  non-alignment  as  a  posi- 
tion worthy  of  respect  and  no  longer  subject,  as  in  the  past, 
to  criticism  and  derision.  President  Eisenhower,  during  and 
after  his  spectacular  1959  visit  to  India,  indicated  that  he 
was  deeply  impressed  by  that  country  and  by  its  leader, 
Mr.  Nehru,  and  subsequently  urged  increased  aid  to  India. 
Neutralism  appears  to  have  become  respectable.  In  fact, 
the  United  States  may  find  that,  with  the  decrease  in  em- 
phasis on  military  aspects  of  the  East-West  struggle, 
military  commitments  in  Southeast  Asia  need  to  be  de- 
emphasized. 

Three  facts  are  coming  to  be  generally  recognized: 
1.  Military  aid  given  by  the  United  States  may  prove  a 
burden,  rather  than  a  boon,  for  underdeveloped  countries. 
These  countries  need  every  ounce  of  their  resoxirces,  in 
terms  of  money,  trained  manpower,  and  raw  materials,  to 
develop  their  economies  as  rapidly  as  possible.  Yet  in  order 
to  utilize  United  States  military  aid  they  have  to  expend  a 
considerable  portion  of  their  own  limited  resources— for  ex- 
ample, Pakistan  allocates  seventy  per  cent  of  its  budget 
for  defense.  The  question  therefore  needs  to  be  raised 
whether  it  would  not  be  wiser  for  the  United  States  to  in- 
crease its  economic  aid  and  to  decrease  its  military  aid,  in 
the  hope  that  the  recipient  country  will  then  strengthen 
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itself  through  internal  development  and  resulting  political 
stability,  both  of  which  may  have  to  be  held  in  abeyance 
if  attention  continues  to  be  focused  on  defense. 

2.  Assuming  that  both  power  blocs  agree  to  impose  a 
permanent  nuclear  test  ban  and  to  initiate  phased  disarma- 
ment, the  United  States  may  find  that  it  will  no  longer  need 
bases  around  the  periphery  of  the  U.S.S.R.  and  Communist 
China,  and  that  instead,  pending  eflFective  arms  reduction, 
it  should  place  its  chief  reliance  on  long-range  missiles  to 
be  delivered  from  its  own  territory.  Should  such  a  decision 
ultimately  emerge  from  the  current  debate  about  defense 
policy,  this  would  sharply  reduce  the  value  of  military  in- 
stallations in  Southeast  Asia.  It  might  then  be  advisable 
to  give  only  minimum  miUtary  aid,  in  the  form  of  experts 
and  a  limited  range  of  non-nuclear  weapons,  to  the  govern- 
ments of  this  area  for  the  training  of  local  troops,  which 
would  be  used  primarily  for  the  maintenance  of'  law  and 
order. 

3.  If  such  a  decision  is  reached,  it  would  reduce  the 
tensions  between  some  of  the  countries  of  Southeast  Asia 
which  have  hitherto  feared  that  United  Nations  military 
aid  given  to  one  of  them  would  be  used  eventually  not 
against  the  U.S.S.R.  or  Communist  China,  but  against  a 
neighbor— as  in  the  case  of  India  and  Pakistan.  Such  re- 
duction of  tensions  would,  in  turn,  lead  to  political  stabili- 
zation in  the  area  and  encourage  long-term  economic  de- 
velopment. 

4.  Once  the  military  aspects  of  the  East- West  struggle 
are  de-emphasized,  non-ahgnment,  instead  of  being  a 
threat  to  the  United  States,  might  come  to  be  regarded 
as  a  distinct  advantage,  for  while  the  non-aligned  coun- 
tries would  not  be  committed  to  the  United  States  side, 
neither  would  they  be  committed  to  tlie  side  of  the  Soviet 
bloc.  Thus  the  non-aligned  countries  would  in  eftect  form 
a  demilitarized,  denuclearized  zone  between  the  two  blocs 
hitherto  arraigned  against  each  other. 

Such  a  change  in  our  policy  about  military  pacts  and 
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military  aid  would  involve  a  review  of  our  attitude  to- 
ward Japan,  which  is  now  regarded  as  our  principal  ally 
in  Asia.  Many  Japanese  have  had  reservations  about  their 
country's  military  alliance  with  the  United  States,  even 
after  we  had  accepted  in  1959  a  number  of  modifications 
of  the  United  States-Japanese  security  treaty  favorable  to 
Japan.  Nor  are  the  Japanese  eager  to  rearm.  The  question 
would  then  arise  whether  the  security  of  Japan  would  be 
more  effectively  safeguarded  by  the  use  of  United  States 
long-range  missiles  in  case  of  an  emergency  than  by  the 
presence  of  American  troops  and/or  weapons  on  Japanese 
territory. 

SUMMARY 

To  sum  up:  Assuming  that  both  political  parties  agree  on 
the  need  to  negotiate  now  with  the  U.S.S.R.,  and  eventu- 
ally with  Communist  China,  rather  than  to  seek  a  military 
showdown  with  one  or  both  of  the  great  Communist  pow- 
ers, and  expect  that  the  post-Second  World  War  struggle 
between  the  two  power  blocs  will  henceforth  be  waged  on 
economic  and  ideological,  rather  than  military,  battle- 
grounds. United  States  policy  toward  Southeast  Asia  and 
Japan  should  be  focused  on  the  following  three  objectives: 

1.  To  foster,  so  far  as  possible,  political  stability  and 
civil  liberties,  without  expecting  the  emergence  in  the  near 
future  of  democratic  governments  on  the  Western  pattern, 
in  full  realization  that  the  United  States  cannot  intervene 
in  the  internal  affairs  of  other  countries,  however  worthy 
our  motives  may  seem  to  us,  without  incurring  their  re- 
sentment. 

2.  To  expand  governmental  economic  aid  on  a  long- 
term  basis,  preferably  through  the  United  Nations  and 
other  international  agencies,  rather  than  on  a  bilateral  or 
multi-Westem-nation  basis. 

3.  To  respect  the  position  of  non-aligned  nations  and 
to  reassess  our  over-all  defense  policy,  with   a  view  to 
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determining  whether  it  would  be  in  our  interests,  as  well 
as  in  the  interests  of  our  allies  in  the  area,  to  de-emphasize 
mihtary  aid  and  to  provide  protection  by  long-range  mis- 
siles rather  than  by  the  continued  build-up  of  local  forces 
which  may  not  necessarily  be  friendly  to  the  United  States, 
as  in  Laos  and  South  Vietnam. 
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Considerations  for  the  Latin  American  Policy 
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tus of  Latin  American  History,  Columbia  University 


The  democratically  oriented  countries  in  Latin  America  are 
few,  even  though  some  beheve  themselves  to  be  demo- 
cratically minded.  The  distance  that  separates  the  poor  or 
the  peasant  on  the  plantation  and  the  rancho  from  the 
cultured  and  wealthy  that  govern  the  country  is  so  wide 
that  it  is  difficult  to  think  of  how  it  can  be  bridged  or, 
even  narrowed.  For  unless  the  favored  of  fortune  and  the 
poor,  who  in  most  countries  are  very  poor,  achieve  some 
broader  basis  of  identity,  democratic  government  must  re- 
main an  aspiration  or  an  illusion.  This  separation  between 
rich  and  poor,  between  the  university  graduate  and  the 
illiterate,  is  so  traditional,  so  taken  for  granted  by  the  in- 
digent as  well  as  by  the  opulent  that  neither  side  would 
know  how  to  reduce  the  distance  even  if  the  idea  oc- 
cmTed  to  them.  This  is  especially  true  in  the  rural  dis- 
tricts. The  difficulty  is  not  merely  one  of  difference  in 
wealth  but  in  the  total  attitude  toward  life.  There  is  an 
almost  overwhelming  acceptance  of  authoritarian  attitudes 
and  not  merely  in  government.  The  acceptance  of  absolute 
authority  and  complete  submission  is  not  just  a  matter  of 
political  arrangements.  It  is  an  ingrained  habit,  an  ex- 
pectancy, a  way  of  life.  The  poor  are  treated  with  dignity 
and  respect,  their  personality  as  human  beings  is  neither 
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denied  nor  intruded  upon  (except  if  they  are  Indians),  but 
all  of  this  in  its  proper  place.  The  leader  is  an  aristocrat  by 
training  and  tradition  and  he  expects  obedience  that  is 
unquestioned.  The  attitude  toward  the  Amo  is  one  of  sub- 
mission and  acceptance.  This  feeling  of  obeisance  and  lord- 
ship survives  political  revolution  and  social  change. 

In  countries  where  the  Indian  element  in  the  population 
is  large  the  distance  between  the  self-conscious  elite  and 
the  common  folk  is  even  greater.  All  of  this  is  important 
to  keep  in  mind  when  one  is  talking  about  democracy  in 
Latin  America.  For  all  of  this  is  the  basis  of  the  caudillo, 
the  temporary  strong  man,  the  unremitting  partisanship  be- 
tween the  followers  of  one  political  leader  and  the  followers 
of  another  and  ultimately  the  grounds  upon  which  the 
dictator  may  be  accepted  and  tolerated. 

I  have  said  all  of  this  in  the  beginning  so  as  to  make 
it  clear  that  there  is  no  easy  path  to  the  encouragement 
of  democratic  government  or  to  its  certain  emergence.  For 
democracy  and  social  reform  are  not  identical.  However, 
in  Latin  America  I  am  certain  that  social  reform  must 
precede  the  effort  to  develop  democratic  ways.  And  the 
social  reform  that  stands  at  the  top  of  the  list  is  the  breakup 
of  the  old  hacienda  system.  It  is  at  this  point  that  the 
leadership,  even  the  democratic  leadership,  is  most  likely 
to  stumble  because  all  of  the  leadership,  conservative  or 
liberal,  has  its  roots  in  the  agrarian  family  with  the  large 
plantation  in  the  background.  There  are  other  sources  of 
wealth  and  prestige,  of  course,  especially  in  modem  times. 
There  are  mines,  urban  property,  banking,  conmnerce,  and 
international  trade.  But  the  number  of  families  involved 
in  these  enterprises,  other  than  urban  property,  who  are 
native  rather  than  foreign  are  few,  and  even  these  prob- 
ably found  their  entree  into  non-agricultural  activities 
through  family  connections  based  upon  large-scale  land- 
holding.  The  only  other  means  to  leadership  and  influence 
are  the  army,  law,  medicine,  and  government  oflBce.  But 
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for  these  the  surest  route  is  through  connection  with  a 
landholding  family. 

If  democracy  in  an  agricultural  country  requires,  as  it 
did  in  the  United  States,  the  previous  existence  of  the 
family  farm,  then  it  really  means  that  Latin  America  needs 
a  profound  agrarian  revolution.  And  the  present  leader- 
ship does  not  come  from  the  family  farm,  does  not  derive 
from  parents  who  tilled  their  own  lands,  and  is  really  not 
prepared  to  carry  through  a  land  program  that  would  con- 
vert its  present  hacienda  system  into  self-sufficient  family 
units.  If  the  proposal  to  support  democratic  growth  in 
Latin  America  is  taken  seriously,  then  we  would  have  to 
support  an  agrarian  program.  For  without  it  no  prospect  of 
democratic  development  can  be  looked  for.  The  only  cases 
of  the  liquidation  of  the  hacienda  system  that  we  have  are 
in  Mexico  and  Bolivia,  and  in  both  these  cases  it  was  the 
result  of  violence  and  revolution.  What  will  happen  in 
Cuba  remains  to  be  seen.  An  example  of  what  might  have 
been  good  American  policy  would  have  been  to  oflFer  to 
lend  Madero,  in  19 ii,  twenty-five  or  fifty  million  dollars 
at  a  low  interest  rate  to  expropriate  and  break  up  those 
properties  in  areas  where  the  land  question  was  most  press- 
ing. Had  such  a  policy  been  carried  through,  then  we 
might  have  escaped  thirty  years  of  strife  in  Mexico,  the 
growth  of  strong  anti-American  feeling,  and  even  the  ulti- 
mate expropriation  of  the  oil  industry.  Obviously  we  were 
not  prepared  to  adopt  such  a  policy  in  1911,  and  it  re- 
mains to  be  seen  whether  we  are  now.  For  it  may  not  be 
too  late— if  the  policy  is  widely  publicized  and  promptly 
put  into  practice— to  save  such  countries  as  Peru,  Ecuador, 
and  Chile,  to  mention  only  the  most  obvious,  from  facing 
the  social  violence  that  swept  over  Mexico,  Bolivia,  and  is 
now  existent  in  Cuba.  It  might  still  be  possible  if  the  money 
were  at  hand  in  the  form  of  a  long-term  loan— say  fifty 
years— to  the  governments  as  an  agricultural  development 
proposal  to  buy  up  the  properties  that  come  on  the  market, 
or  in  some  cases  to  expropriate  them,  or  to  use  the  money 
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for  credit  and  aid  in  the  breaking  up  of  the  haciendas  held 
by  the  government  itself.  In  Ecuador  a  very  large  number 
of  haciendas  are  leased  out  at  a  low  rent  to  neighboring 
hacendados  and  worked  on  a  basis  of  peonage  (Huasi- 
pongo)  as  they  have  always  been.  As  money  goes  these 
days  it  would  not  require  great  amounts.  But  this  money  is 
not  to  be  considered  an  investment  except  in  political  sta- 
bility and  good  will.  It  should  be  a  credit  to  be  repaid  when 
conditions  permit  it  to  be  repaid.  It  should  not  be  a  bank- 
er's loan.  If  encouragement  of  democratic  governments  is 
to  be  more  than  lip  service,  this  is  the  first  item  in  the  pro- 
gram—and one  to  be  pursued  over  many  years  and  in 
most,  if  not  all,  places.  I  know  all  the  arguments  that  can 
be  raised  against  the  proposal,  but  what  we  are  talking 
about  are  the  conditions  under  which  democratic  institu- 
tions and,  in  the  end,  democratic  leadership  may  develop. 
For  these  are  still  primarily  agricultural  countries,  and  in 
agricultural  countries  small  independent  landholding  is  the 
prerequisite  to  democratic  development.  Our  own  Home- 
stead Act  is  a  case  in  point.  That  such  a  program  will  in 
addition  call  for  small  amounts  for  credit  to  "homestead- 
ers," technical  aid,  agricultural  education,  county  agents, 
etc.,  is  taken  for  granted.  But  most  of  this  could  be  locally 
financed.  With  this  ought  to  go  a  "point  four"  program 
imbued  with  "a  philosophy  of  little  things,"  a  small  fish 
pond,  a  small  dam,  a  windmill,  a  thousand  little  things 
rather  than  a  few  big  ones. 

In  the  urban  centers,  small  and  large,  the  best  thing 
we  could  do  would  be  to  support  the  growth  of  voluntary 
autonomous  groups,  not  only  trade  unions  but  parent  and 
teacher  associations,  athletic  associations,  leagues  of  womeu 
voters,  etc.,  etc.  Some  way  has  to  be  found  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica to  lay  the  basis  for  effective  local  government  and  one 
way  of  doing  it  is  to  build  up  as  many  local  groups  ac- 
customed to  take  part  in  public  life  as  possible.  But  all 
of  this  does  not  really  meet  the  question  posed  in  "How 
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can  American  policy  in  Latin  America  encourage  demo- 
cratically oriented  governments?". 

The  simplest  answer  to  this  is  by  encouraging  them.  I 
mean  by  making  it  perfectly  clear  that  we  will  do  so— by 
saying  so  publicly,  by  announcing  it  from  the  White 
House,  the  State  Department,  the  Congress— that  we  will 
support  democratically  oriented  governments,  and  espe- 
cially that  we  will  support  their  democratically  oriented 
projects.  The  way  to  do  this  is  to  do  it.  To  have  a  policy 
known  to  the  wide  world,  including  our  diplomatic  rep- 
resentatives, that  the  United  States  stands  for  democratic 
governments.  That  a  democratic  government  will  receive 
support  in  the  shape  of  loans,  technical  aid,  diplomatic 
and  military  support,  whilst  a  dictatorial  government  wall 
be  cold-shouldered,  discriminated  against,  and,  as  far  as 
possible,  diplomatically  isolated.  I  know,  of  course,  that 
the  argument  of  non-intervention  will  be  brought  up.  But 
the  argument  is  specious  and  weighted  with  malice.  It 
was  used  to  justify  support  for  Batista  in  Cuba,  for  Perez 
Jimenez  in  Venezuela,  for  Rojas  Pinilla  in  Colombia,  and 
for  Trujillo  in  Santo  Domingo.  The  difficulty  is  not  the 
doctrine  of  non-intervention.  For  anyone  can  recognize  a 
dictator  like  Trujillo  and  a  democrat  Hke  Lleros  Camargo. 
The  difficulty  lies  in  the  fact  that  we  are  committed  to 
the  status  quo,  by  which  I  mean  the  government  and 
American  businessmen.  This  is  natural  enough  and  I  am 
not  suggesting  malice  of  forethought  or  any  unholy  and 
hidden  intent.  What  I  am  suggesting  is  that  the  status  quo 
in  Latin  America  is  fragile,  unstable,  and  incongruous  in 
a  world  of  jet  planes,  atomic  energy,  universal  communica- 
tion, and  the  cold  war.  The  status  quo  in  Latin  America  is 
incompatible  with  democracy,  industrialism,  the  safety  of 
foreign  investments,  and  even  with  our  campaign  against 
communism.  The  status  quo  in  Latin  America  is  explosive, 
and  not  because  of  Communist  influence.  It  is  explosive 
primarily  because  of  our  influence.  We  are  the  great  rev- 
olutionary influence  in  fact  and  the  conservative  influence 
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in  policy.  We  stir  up  the  conflagration  by  our  mere  pres- 
ence, by  our  innate  egalitarianism,  by  our  backslapping, 
good-fellow  attitudes,  by  treating  everyone  we  meet  the 
same  way,  by  having  none  of  the  attributes  associated  with 
a  stratified  social  structure,  by  really  not  recognizing  the 
difference  between  a  "big"  man  and  a  "little"  man.  We 
also  set  the  conflagration  going  by  the  incredible  emphasis 
upon  consumer  goods  through  every  medium  available  to 
us.  We  announce  to  the  world  that  everyone  ought  to 
have  a  "Cadillac,"  a  "television  set,"  the  best  of  furniture 
and  modem  plumbing  and  ten  thousand  other  things  as 
well.  We  do  our  best  to  stir  the  appetite  for  the  ease, 
comfort,  luxury,  and  material  possessions  which  are  unat- 
tainable in  the  mass  among  the  people  in  Latin  America 
without  a  complete  social  upheaval  and  may  not  be  obtain- 
able after  it  while,  at  the  same  time,  we  do  our  best  to  sit 
on  the  lid  or  help  the  present  governments  sit  on  the  lid; 
and  when  the  explosion  occurs,  we  find  ourselves  com- 
pletely surprised  as  to  what  happened  and  blame  it  on  the 
Communists,  who,  I  am  certain,  are  glad  to  get  the  credit 
for  being  the  "friends"  of  the  people  who  are  merely  trying 
to  change  the  situation  which  makes  all  that  we  offer  un- 
attainable. The  present  situation  was  graphically  described 
by  a  French  anthropologist  when  he  took  a  good  look  at 
the  present  hacienda  system  in  Peru:  "Not  since  the  thir- 
teenth century  has  anything  like  this  existed  in  France  or 
in  Western  Europe."  The  serfdom  in  which  people  are  sold 
with  the  land  is  not  only  a  Peruvian  institution.  This  is 
the  reahty  which  makes  it  easy  for  dictators  and  difficult 
for  "democracies."  And  our  problem  is  to  help  the  demo- 
cratic governments  make  the  transition  from  the  thirteenth 
to  the  twentieth  century  without  too  much  convulsion.  The 
transition  we  cannot  stop.  We  are,  in  fact,  more  responsible 
for  setting  it  in  motion  than  anyone  else,  and  we  cannot 
help  continuing  the  agitation  and  making  the  "hunger" 
almost  unbearable.  For  we  cannot  as  a  culture  and  as 
individuals  stop  being  what  we  are  or  stop  having  the  in- 

276 


Considerations  for  the  Latin  American  Policy 

fluence  that  we  have.  We  will  either  help  the  Latin  Ameri- 
can governments  make  the  transition  from  serfdom  and 
poverty  to  the  modern  essentially  American  twentieth  cen- 
tury or  have  to  accept  the  alternative  of  a  series  of  con- 
vulsive and  bloody  revolutions  in  which  we  will  be  the 
chief  sufferers  and  in  which  we  will  be  cast  as  the  culprits 
who  stand  in  the  way  of  "progress"  and  in  the  path  of  the 
legitimate  aspirations  of  the  common  people— aspirations 
that  we  will  have  been  responsible  for  stirring  up,  but  the 
credit  for  which  will  accrue  to  the  Communists  because 
we  will  identify  with  the  status  quo  and  try  to  hold  back 
the  flood  with  a  teaspoon  or  a  diplomatic  note. 

Unless  we  are  prepared  to  support  the  democratic  gov- 
ernments and  to  help  them  in  their  efforts  to  bring  their 
backward  countries  up  to  the  modem  world,  we  must  re- 
sign ourselves  to  a  whole  series  of  violent  revolutions  in 
the  next  twenty-five  to  fifty  years  in  which  we  will  be  cast 
in  the  role  of  the  devil.  We  actually  run  the  risk  of  losing, 
for  a  period  crucial  in  its  timing,  the  good  will  of  the  peo- 
ple of  Latin  America  and  the  support  of  the  new  govern- 
ments they  will  raise  to  power— not  all  at  one  time  but  in 
all  probability  in  the  next  generation,  or  at  most  two.  This 
will  happen  not  because  anyone  advocates  or  agitates  these 
changes  deliberately,  but  simply  because  the  twentieth 
century,  which  we  represent  and  project  across  the  globe 
with  such  incredible  force  and  persuasiveness,  cannot  toler- 
ate or  abide  the  thirteenth.  That  is  the  dilemma  we  face 
in  our  relations  with  Latin  America  and  which  we  cannot 
escape.  And  that  is  the  real  meaning  of  "democracy"  versus 
"dictatorship"  in  Latin  America.  And,  as  we  said  in  the 
beginning,  the  democratic  process  even  for  the  "demo- 
cratic" governments  is  made  the  most  difficult  by  the  cen- 
turies of  authoritarian  and  "seignorial"  tradition.  The  phe- 
nomenon is  so  complex  and  difficult  in  some  countries  such 
as  Guatemala  and  Peru,  for  instance,  as  to  seem  almost 
baffling  because  even  our  friends  there  would  like  to  be 
able  to  live  in  both  worlds— the  thirteenth  and  the  twen- 
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tieth  centuries.  The  question,  therefore,  of  whether  we 
ought  to  support  the  "dictators"  or  the  "democrats"  is 
one  that  reaches  far  beyond  the  specific  individuals  and 
far  beyond  the  present  moment. 

This  is  clearly  seen  in  our  position  toward  Cuba.  So 
far  as  most  Latin  Americans  are  concerned— I  am  not  speak- 
ing about  their  governments,  for  they  speak  with  tongue 
in  cheek— they  sympathize  with  Castro  and  certainly  with 
the  revolution  he  stands  for,  and  we  cannot  say  an  ef- 
fective word  about  the  matter  because  we  have  tolerated 
and,  until  recently,  supported  Trujillo  in  Santo  Domingo. 
He,  after  all,  was  one  of  the  worst  and  most  heartless  of 
tyrants  in  the  modern  world;  the  things  we  stand  for— the 
sacredness  of  life,  liberty,  human  dignity,  private  property, 
privacy,  or  even  personal  self-respect  and  respect  for  the 
members  of  one's  family  mean  absolutely  nothing  to  him 
or  his  henchmen.  And  yet  he  has  been  one  of  the  support- 
ers we  accepted  in  defense  of  western  "democracy."  If 
we  had  a  clean  record  about  Trujillo,  our  case  against 
Castro  would  be  much  more  convincing.  If  now  we  were 
to  condemn  Trujillo,  it  would  be  too  late,  too  deliberate 
to  be  effective.  It  is  hard  to  live  by  a  double  standard 
and  expect  to  be  respected  in  either.  If  we  want  the  good 
will  and  support  of  the  next  generation  of  Latin  Americans, 
then  we  must  make  it  clear  by  word  and  deed  that  we 
will  have  no  further  truck  with  dictators  even  if  they  play 
the  anti-Communist  game,  in  public,  so  that  we  can  be 
gulled  into  believing  them. 

The  anti-Communist  campaign  in  Latin  America  has  for 
the  United  States  been  a  poor  investment.  It  has  aligned 
the  dictators  on  our  side  and  permitted  them  to  persecute 
good,  decent  democrats  who  opposed  tyranny  on  the 
grounds  that  these  democrats  were  Communists.  In  this 
connection  the  Walter-McCarran  Act  as  applied  to  visas 
for  entree  to  and  passage  through  the  United  States  has 
made  us  more  enemies  in  Latin  America  than  almost  any 
other  single  policy.  It  has  made  enemies  for  us  of  those 
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who  were  naturally  our  friends  because  they  were  being 
persecuted  for  believing  in  democracy  and  were  opposed 
to  dictators.  We  have  found  it  difficult  to  draw  the  line 
between  dictators  and  others  because  businessmen  whose 
interests  are  in  the  present  and  whose  commitments  are 
to  the  status  quo  have  been  able  to  beguile  our  policy 
makers  into  believing  that  all  was  for  the  best  and  that 
any  change  would  be  for  the  worse.  And  our  policy  mak- 
ers, harassed  on  all  sides  and  having  no  clear  mandate 
from  Congress  or  the  President  and  no  clear  conviction 
that  it  is  to  our  interest  to  defend  and  support  democratic 
governments  not  only  behind  the  Iron  Curtain  but  in  Santo 
Domingo  and  Venezuela  as  well,  have  permitted  them- 
selves the  painfully  expensive  luxury  of  clamoring  for  dem- 
ocratic movements  in  Poland  and  Hungary  while  support- 
ing some  of  the  world's  worst  tyrannies  in  this  hemisphere 
and  then  wonder  why  we  are  suspected,  dishked,  and 
considered  hypocritical  by  the  intellectuals  who  shape 
public  opinion  in  Latin  America. 

One  thing  is  clear.  We  must,  if  we  wish  to  retain  the 
good  will  of  Latin  America,  do  what  can  be  done  to  help 
them  industriahze  their  economies.  We  must  do  this  even 
if  we  recognize  that  it  will  hasten  social  change,  and  per- 
haps precipitate  the  convulsion  we  would  avoid.  And  this 
will  involve  us  in  large-scale  financing  of  public  utilities, 
transport  facilities,  building  of  dams  for  the  harnessing  of 
water  power,  and  extensive  sanitation  projects  for  which 
private  capital  is  difficult  to  get.  These  outlays  are,  how- 
ever, preliminary  to  private  investment  for  industrializa- 
tion. Industrialization  is  no  panacea,  but  if  the  gap  that 
divides  the  well-to-do  and  the  poor  in  Latin  America  is 
to  be  narrowed,  some  industrial  development  is  an  es- 
sential means  and  if  the  gap  between  the  United  States, 
with  an  average  annual  income  per  person  of  $2200,  and 
that  of  Latin  America,  with  $200,  is  to  be  narrowed,  then 
some  industrialization  is  seemingly  indispensable.  And  it 
might  be  added  that  as  long  as  this  disparity  exists  be- 
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tween  tbe  average  income  in  the  United  States  and  our 
neighbors  to  the  south,  it  will  be  impossible  to  charm  them 
into  identifying  their  destiny  with  our  own,  or  making 
them  as  concerned  as  we  are  about  the  ideas  inherent  in 
our  philosophy  of  politics.  It  is  not  the  differences  in  in- 
come that  are  so  important,  but  the  change  in  world  out- 
look that  follows  the  effort  to  increase  the  real  income  of 
the  people  which  makes  the  difference.  In  the  present 
world  these  efforts  at  acquiring  and  distributing  an  income 
that  would  be  remotely  comparable  with  that  of  the  United 
States  would  so  change  the  outlook  and  preoccupation  of 
the  mass  of  the  people  as  to  give  them  and  us  something 
Hke  a  basis  of  common  discourse  and  common  ends. 

This  brings  us  to  the  question  of  a  common  market  with 
Latin  America.  The  disparities  in  the  income,  education, 
effective  resources,  skills,  and  capital  between  the  two  are 
so  great  that  a  common  market  with  the  free  flow  of  capi- 
tal and,  by  implication,  labor  would,  from  the  Latin  Amer- 
ican point  of  view,  seem  like  a  new  conquest— or  coloni- 
zation. That  it  would  in  the  end  result  in  the  material 
improvement  of  the  Latin  American  economies  there  can 
be  little  doubt.  But  there  can  also  be  little  doubt  that  with 
nationalism  on  the  march  it  would  not  be  acceptable  at 
the  present  and  for  a  considerable  time  to  come.  Con- 
ceivably a  greatly  improved  standard  of  living  and  much 
more  fully  industrialized  economy  when  that  has  come 
about  will  make  it  easier  to  bring  this  idea  into  acceptance. 
This  should,  however,  not  prevent  us  from  encouraging 
the  common-market  plan  which  Latin  Americans  are  now 
adopting.  It  should  be  recognized  that  it  will  be  a  long 
time  before  this  program  will  make  any  noticeable  change 
in  the  economic  relations  between  these  nations. 

Certainly  our  aid  to  Latin  America  does  not  require  ad- 
ditional military  assistance  and  we  have  overplayed  our 
hand  in  this  matter.  No  one  in  Latin  America  assumes  that 
any  of  the  armies  we  have  equipped  would  be  available 
to  us  in  case  of  a  war  in  which  we  were  engaged  or  that 
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in  an  atomic  war  they  would  be  of  any  consequence  even 
if  available.  It  was  often  pointed  out  by  the  liberals  that 
we  were  arming  the  dictators,  saddling  the  soldiery  upon 
the  government,  and  alienating  the  thinking  elements  in 
the  area.  For  what  we  accomplished  in  fact  was  what  we 
had  not  intended.  We  upset  the  political  process  traditional 
in  Latin  America— resort  to  a  revolution  by  some  local 
leader  when  the  central  government  became  intolerable. 
When  the  local  militia  was  as  well  armed  as  the  central- 
government  troops,  a  kind  of  rough  democratic  process 
could  be  enforced  and  the  dictator  kept  in  check  by  the 
fear  of  a  "popular"  uprising.  The  arming  of  the  central 
government's  forces  upset  this  traditional  bridling  of  tyr- 
anny at  the  center  and  made  it  impossible  for  anyone 
to  overthrow  the  government  except  the  army,  which 
means  that  no  one  can  be  elected  or  keep  office  unless  he 
is  acceptable  to  the  army.  All  of  civilian  government  (or 
nearly  all)  is  at  the  mercy  of  the  army.  And  it  will  be 
most  difficult  to  change  our  policy  because  the  anny  can 
force  the  heads  of  government  to  insist  on  a  continuing 
supply  of  arms  as  a  condition  of  good  relations  with  us, 
or  force  the  government  to  pm-chase  arms  in  other  places. 
It  also  means  that  countries  with  a  budget  insufficient  for 
their  real  needs  will  have  to  maintain  an  army  larger  than 
they  require  and  at  a  cost  greater  than  they  can  afford. 
We  have  really  contributed  to  the  formation  of  a  new 
ruling  class— the  armed  military.  Not  that  it  did  not  exist 
before,  but  it  could  be  defeated.  We  have  made  it  om- 
nipotent. 
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Communist  China 
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Taught  courses  in  the  Far  East  at  Northwestern, 
Michigan  State,  and  Columbia;  author  of  Sinkiang, 
Pawn  or  Pivot?  and  China  Crosses  the  Yalu 


Harold  Isaacs  coined  a  felicitous  phrase  when  he  described 
American  beliefs  about  China  as  "scratches  on  our  minds/' 
Like  scratches,  these  beliefs  seem  to  appear  suddenly, 
leaving  a  Crosshatch  of  surface  disfiguration  with  little  or 
no  penetration  of  our  thinking.  Over  the  past  century  we 
have  accumulated  a  lore  of  contradictory  but  coexisting 
"scratches,"  or  impressions  about  Chinese  and  China,  re- 
plete with  such  adjectives  as  "thrifty,  industrious,  patient, 
passive,  and  inscrutable,"  on  the  one  hand,  as  against  "cun- 
ning, fanatic,  secretive,  and  scheming"  on  the  other. 

At  the  turn  of  mid-century,  however,  two  events  in 
swift  succession  cut  so  deep  a  scar  on  the  American  mind 
as  to  transfigure  sharply  our  image  of  China.  In  October 
1949,  Mao  Tse-tung  established  the  People's  Republic  of 
China,  an  avowed  Communist  regime  with  its  main  enemy 
defined  as  "world  capitalism  led  by  American  imperialism." 
In  October  1950,  Mao's  armies  swarmed  across  the  Yalu 
River  to  give  U.S.  troops  one  of  the  most  stunning  defeats 
this  nation  has  sujEered  in  modem  times. 

Not  since  the  anti-foreign  violence  of  the  Boxer  uprising 
had  the  American  people  experienced  so  rude  a  rebuff 
from  a  China  which  seemed  in  need  of  our  missionary  help, 
our  political  guidance,  and  hopefully  our  economic  wares. 

283 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

Our  reaction  far  outlived  the  Korean  War.  In  contrast  to 
our  relations  with  Red  China's  guardian  ally,  Soviet  Rus- 
sia, we  froze  into  a  posture  of  non-recognition  and,  with 
rare  exception,  non-contact.  We  prohibited  Americans  from 
entering  China  and  took  legal  action  against  those  who  did. 
We  banned  the  importing  of  pubhcations  from  China,  ex- 
cept to  academic  and  governmental  institutions.  We  fos- 
tered an  image  of  a  fragmented  China,  with  ten  million 
persons  in  Taiwan  administered  by  Chiang  Kai-shek,  sup- 
posedly united  in  spirit  with  their  600  milhon  fellow  coun- 
trymen on  the  mainland.  Somehow  the  fragments  would 
unite  to  overthrow  the  "non-Chinese"  or  "Soviet-imposed" 
regime  in  Peking. 

It  would  be  a  travesty  of  history  to  present  this  as  a 
unilateral  reaction,  unprovoked  by  the  other  side.  From 
the  jailing  of  American  consular  officials  in  Mukden  in 
1949  to  the  most  recent  editorial  attacks  against  "U.S.  ag- 
gression in  Asia,"  Peking  has  maintained  a  relentless  drum- 
fire of  hate-America  propaganda,  unequaled  in  duration 
and  intensity  even  by  the  efforts  of  its  Soviet  ally.  American 
citizens  have  been  imprisoned  under  false  charges  and  sub- 
mitted to  prolonged  mental  torture,  and  America's  allies 
and  friends,  from  Japan  to  India,  have  suffered  Chinese 
economic  and  political  pressures  obviously  designed  to 
alienate  them  from  the  United  States. 

It  is  not  my  pm^pose  to  assess  blame  or  to  strike  a  bal- 
ance sheet  for  the  behavior  of  each  side.  Rather  I  recall 
the  past  record  for  its  effect  upon  our  thinking  about 
Communist  China.  Our  limited  access  to  information  and 
the  necessarily  subjective  view  we  have  as  Peking's  chief 
enemy  combine  to  impair  our  analysis.  This  is  particularly 
true,  concerned  as  we  are  with  the  many  points  of  Chi- 
nese pressure,  such  as  Japan,  Taiwan,  Laos,  BuiTna,  and 
India.  The  overseas  Chinese  in  Singapore,  Thailand,  and 
Malaya  provide  Peking  with  further  leverage.  Finally,  the 
indigenous  Communist  parties  of  Southeast  Asia  offer  a 
prospective   extension  of  Mao's   empire.   Thus,   short-run 
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crises  consequent  from  Peking's  policies  have  impeded 
longer-range  appraisal  of  Communist  China's  strategy  and 
tactics. 

Such  an  appraisal  should  not  be  midertaken  in  the  hope 
it  will  make  the  problem  disappear.  The  Chinese  Com- 
munist challenge  to  United  States  interests  in  Asia  is  real, 
it  is  dangerous,  and  it  is  going  to  dominate  our  thinking  in 
that  area  throughout  the  foreseeable  future.  Having  said 
this,  however,  perhaps  reappraisal  will  provide  a  better 
understanding  of  that  challenge.  This  should  enable  us  to 
assess  alternative  responses  more  rationally  than  in  the 
crisis-ridden,  emotion-laden  atmosphere  of  the  past  decade. 

Space  precludes  retelling  the  story  of  Chinese  Com- 
munist foreign  poHcy.  Fortunately  a  superb  survey  of  this 
subject  is  afforded  by  A.  Doak  Bamett's  study,  Com- 
munist China  and  Asia,  published  by  the  Council  on  For- 
eign Relations.  Mr.  Bamett's  careful  and  comprehensive 
examination  of  Peking's  policies  at  home  and  abroad  is 
required  reading  for  anyone  concerned  with  Communist 
China. 

Instead,  I  would  like  to  highlight  three  characteristics 
of  Peking's  foreign  poHcy,  as  exemplified  by  major  moves 
in  its  first  decade  of  power.  These  might  be  termed  the 
"three  C's"  of  Mao's  strategy— its  Chinese  element,  its  Com- 
munist element,  and  its  element  of  caution.  All  three  ele- 
ments may  not  be  equally  operative  in  every  situation. 
But  to  ignore  any  one  factor  is  to  miscalculate  the  ends 
and  means  of  the  regime. 

It  would  seem  banal  in  the  extreme  even  to  suggest, 
much  less  examine,  the  Chinese  and  Communist  elements, 
so  obvious  are  these  in  our  very  term  Communist  China. 
Yet  the  frequency  with  which  one  encounters  the  word 
"irrational"  as  characterizing  Peking's  behavior  compels  us 
to  question  the  degree  to  which  these  two  elements  are 
properly  comprehended.  Irrational  may  mean  a  subjective 
ordering  of  reality  in  violation  of  the  objective  or  "true" 
world.  In  so  far  as  this  is  a  criticism  of  assumptions  un- 
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derlying  Chinese  Communist  behavior,  it  may  well  be 
valid.  But  on  an  a  priori  basis  it  is  no  more  apparent  that 
Peking's  assumptions  are  in  this  context  irrational  than  the 
assumptions  held  in  Delhi,  Paris,  or  even  Washington. 

However,  in  everyday  usage,  irrational  implies  an  ab- 
sence of  logic  in  thought  and  deed.  Actions  are  taken  in 
violation  of  values  and  with  jeopardy  to  goals.  If  this  is  the 
meaning  when  apphed  to  Chinese  Communist  behavior, 
then  I  would  question  its  validity  and  argue  that  a  selec- 
tive but  rational  blending  of  Chinese  and  Communist  ele- 
ments underlies  the  choice  of  ends  and  means  in  foreign 
pohcy.  By  Chinese  I  mean  those  aspects  of  interpreting  the 
world,  and  reacting  to  it,  which  are  common  to  both  Mao 
Tse-tung  and  Chiang  Kai-shek,  inheritors  of  a  cultural  her- 
itage which  goes  back  more  than  a  millennium.  By  Com- 
munist I  mean  those  aspects  which  distinguish  Mao  from 
his  Nationalist  rivals  and  his  imperial  predecessors,  and 
which  are  derived  from  the  lineage  of  Marx-Engels-Lenin- 
Stalin.  The  Chinese  element  is  characterized  chiefly  by 
ethnocentrism,  by  limited  expansionism,  and  by  xenopho- 
bia. The  Communist  element  is  characterized  by  exclusive 
reliance  upon  the  Soviet  Union,  as  an  exception  to  xeno- 
phobia, by  extension  of  a  single  social  order  throughout  the 
world,  as  an  extension  of  expansionism,  and  by  its  assump- 
tion of  omnipresent  struggle  or  conflict— the  celebrated 
"contradictions"— in  opposition  to  traditional  Chinese  as- 
sumptions of  harmony. 

The  third  element,  caution,  is  self-explanatory.  A  re- 
current theme  in  Mao's  writings  on  strategy  over  the  past 
twenty  years,  it  is  exemplified  by  his  formula  of  "strategi- 
cally despise  the  enemy,  tactically  take  them  seriously."  In 
an  extended  metaphor  he  wrote,  "Strategically  we  take  the 
eating  of  a  meal  lightly:  we  know  we  can  finish  it.  But 
when  actually  eating,  we  do  it  a  mouthful  at  a  time.  It 
would  be  impossible  to  swallow  the  entire  feast  in  a  single 
mouthful.  This  is  called  a  piecemeal  solution.  And  in  mili- 
tary literature,  it  is  called  smashing  the  enemy  bit  by  bit." 
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[Speech  to  meeting  of  representatives  of  the  Communist 
and  Workers'  Parties  of  the  Socialist  Countries,  Moscow, 
November  18,  1957.] 

Admittedly,  caution  is  found  in  both  the  Chinese  and 
Communist  characteristics.  Christopher  Rand,  at  the  time 
of  the  1955  Bandung  Conference,  described  Chou  En- 
lai's  strategy  in  terms  of  Chinese  boxing.  Unlike  the  West- 
em  style  with  its  emphasis  upon  swift  movement  and  an 
early  knockout,  Chinese  boxing  stresses  slow  motion,  pro- 
longed tension,  and  a  final  small  but  upsetting  blow.  So, 
too,  does  Communist  literature  abound  with  admonitions 
against  "adventurism,"  against  what  Lenin  scornfully  called 
"left-wing  Communism,  an  infantile  disorder." 

Yet  the  element  of  caution  merits  separate  attention  be- 
cause of  its  specific  denial  by  Western  analyses  which 
characterize  Chinese  Communist  behavior  as  fanatical.  A 
sophisticated  variant  of  this  approach  introduces  a  psy- 
chological motif.  If  aggression  is  derived  from  frustration, 
then  Peking's  failure  to  realize  its  external  goals  prompts 
it  to  violence.  According  to  this  analysis,  when  violence 
fails  to  attain  its  objective,  the  frustration-aggression  syn- 
drome takes  another  turn,  with  obvious  hazards  for  inter- 
national relations.  Still  a  third  variation  on  this  theme 
attributes  such  fanaticism  to  the  youth  or  early  stage  of 
revolution  in  China,  implying  that  this  will  moderate  in 
time. 

However,  the  past  decade  suggests  that  neither  fanati- 
cism nor  frustration-aggression  cycles  characterize  Chinese 
Communist  foreign  policy.  Whatever  the  verbal  level  of 
violence  in  Peking's  propaganda,  its  actions  reflect  a  cau- 
tious approach,  accepting  the  risks  of  war  but  limiting  so 
far  as  possible  the  consequences  of  such  risk-taking. 

Three  notable  instances  of  Sino-American  tension  of- 
fer insight  on  Chinese  Communist  strategy  and  tactics: 
the  Korean  War  of  1950,  and  the  so-called  offshore- 
islands  crises  of  1954  and  1958.  These  are  not  only  of 
historic  interest  but  provide  guide  lines  for  anticipating  fu- 

287 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

ture  moves  by  Peking.  The  present  leadership  of  Commu- 
nist China  is,  with  few  exceptions,  identical  with  that  of 
1950.  At  top  levels  and  immediately  below  there  has  been 
none  of  the  high  turnover  which  has  characterized  the 
Soviet  bureaucracy.  This  is  a  cohesive  elite  with  a  self- 
conscious  ideological  discipline.  Thus  its  behavior  of  the 
1950s  should  ojBFer  clues  for  intei-preting  its  actions  in  the 
1960s. 

Of  these  three  crises,  the  Korean  War  presented  the  most 
serious  risks  to  Communist  China.  We  do  not  have  records 
of  the  secret  deliberations  which  preceded  the  Chinese  in- 
tervention, but  other  evidence  provides  a  framework  within 
which  we  can  trace  the  outlines  of  decision-making  in  the 
summer  of  1950.  Our  inferences  are  derived  from  the  con- 
trolled Chinese  Communist  press  and  radio  broadcasts, 
from  troop  movements  detected  at  the  time  and  recon- 
structed from  later  interrogation  of  war  prisoners,  and  from 
secret  archives  captured  when  UN  armies  swept  into  North 
Korea.  Finally  we  have  the  benefit  of  hindsight  to  buttress 
our  inferences. 

Two  phenomena  demand  explanation:  first,  the  slow- 
ness with  which  Peking  moved  to  identify  itself  with 
Pyongyang,  in  domestic  propaganda,  in  international  po- 
litical conmiunications,  and  in  military  assistance;  and 
second,  the  fact  that  Red  China  did  intervene  when  the 
North  Korean  cause  seemed  lost,  risking  Peking's  precar- 
ious hold  on  a  nation  already  ravaged  by  fifteen  years  of 
foreign  invasion  and  civil  war. 

To  refresh  our  memory,  a  brief  chronology  is  in  order. 
On  June  25,  1950,  North  Korean  armies  crossed  the  thirty- 
eighth  parallel.  Two  days  later  President  Truman  ordered 
U.S.  air  and  sea  units,  later  supplemented  by  land  forces, 
into  action  against  the  invaders.  For  one  month  bitter 
fighting  slowed  but  did  not  stop  Communist  invaders. 
Throughout  this  time,  domestic  Chinese  Communist  prop- 
aganda repeatedly  stressed,  "The  North  Korean  people 
have  their  struggle,  and  we  have  ours"— "ours"  being  the 
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so-called  "liberation  of  Taiwan  and  Tibet."  No  material 
support  was  demanded  for  Korea  nor  was  any  material 
assistance  given.  Indeed,  it  was  not  until  mid-August  that 
Peking's  first  ambassador  arrived  in  Pyongyang,  seven 
months  after  the  exchange  of  recognition. 

Yet  Siho-Soviet  calculations  were  not  sanguine.  Despite 
the  map-marking  advances  of  North  Korean  armies,  Pe- 
king's accounts  of  the  war  took  on  a  curiously  pessimistic 
tone.  In  late  July  an  authoritative  journal  conceded  that 
"prolonged  war"  faced  the  North  Korean  people.  Still  no 
alarm  was  sounded,  and  no  Chinese  help  was  given.  In- 
stead, Jacob  Malik  returned  to  the  Security  Council,  where, 
as  president,  he  made  a  display  of  stonewalling  that  dis- 
mayed those  who  hoped  for  a  change  of  heart  and  an  end 
to  the  struggle. 

All  was  not  what  it  seemed,  however.  Malik's  moves, 
both  in  public  and  in  private,  explored  United  States-UN 
interest  in  a  compromise  settlement.  Failing  this.  Red 
China's  initial  involvement  emerged.  On  August  20,  Chou 
En-lai  cabled  Lake  Success,  protesting  the  mid- June  resolu- 
tions long  since  passed,  and  warning  that  China,  as  an 
interested  party,  must  participate  in  settlement  of  the 
Korean  War.  Two  days  later,  Malik  warned,  "Any  continu- 
ation of  the  Korean  War  will  lead  inevitably  to  a  widening 
of  the  conflict."  The  two  moves  obviously  followed  from 
earlier  joint  decisions  which  aimed  at  forcing  negotiations 
through  the  combined  power  of  Peking  and  Moscow, 
should  Moscow's  maneuvers  alone  fail  to  win  a  satisfactory 
response. 

The  timing  and  nature  of  this  initial  Chinese  Communist 
move  is  significant.  It  came  almost  a  month  after  "pro- 
longed war"  was  forecast  for  Korea,  but  fully  two  months 
before  Chinese  Communist  "volunteers"  locked  battle  with 
UN  troops.  No  explicit  action  was  threatened,  nor  did  any 
military  moves  accompany  the  political  ones.  Hints  of 
Chinese  involvement  were  hoped  sufficient  to  deter  the  UN 
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from  pursuing  its  apparent  objective  of  unifying  Korea  by 
force. 

The  maneuvers  failed,  v^'hereupon  the  hints  became  ex- 
pHcit.  In  late  September  and  early  October  Peking  in- 
formally and  formally  notified  the  Indian  ambassador  that 
U.S.  crossing  of  the  thirty-eighth  parallel  would  bring 
China  into  the  war.  Simultaneous  troop  movements  into 
Manchuria  strengthened  the  threat.  Time  passed.  On 
October  7,  U.S.  forces  crossed  the  parallel.  Two  weeks 
later  they  captured  Pyongyang.  Nowhere  did  they  en- 
counter Chinese  troops.  The  drive  to  the  Yalu  seemed  cer- 
tain of  success.  Peking  failed  to  deter  Washington  through 
poUtical  moves. 

Then,  without  publicity  at  home  or  fanfare  abroad, 
Chinese  Communist  "volunteers"  began  crossing  the  Yalu 
River  in  mid-October.  By  October  26  they  had  suflBcient 
strength  to  decimate  advance  South  Korean  units  near  the 
Yalu  and  to  maul  U.S.  forces  farther  back.  Then,  just  as 
suddenly,  they  broke  ofiE  action  in  the  first  week  of  Novem- 
ber. No  contact  occurred  along  the  front  for  three  weeks. 
Then  MacArthm's  "home  by  Christmas"  offensive  of  No- 
vember 26  triggered  a  Communist  counterattack  which 
sent  the  United  States-UN  forces  reeling  back  to  the  thirty- 
eighth  parallel. 

The  over-all  pattern  of  propaganda  emphasis,  political 
maneuver,  and  mihtary  deployment  indicates  that  Peking 
was  unwilling  to  assist  in  Pyongyang's  victory,  or  even  to 
prepare  a  defense  in  depth  which  would  safeguard  the 
North  Korean  capital.  Although  the  casus  belli  was  speci- 
fied as  the  thirty-eighth  parallel,  the  sequence  of  Chinese 
Communist  calculations  and  movements  indicates  that 
North  Korean  territory  as  such  was  not  the  issue.  Rather  it 
was  the  survival  of  a  de  jure  North  Korean  regime  which 
motivated  Chinese  Communist  entry  into  the  war.  It  was 
one  thing  to  negotiate  reorganization  of  that  regime 
through  merger  with  South  Korea,  as  hinted  in  the  Malik 
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proposals.  It  was  quite  di£Ferent  to  acquiesce  passively 
in  its  liquidation  by  force. 

The  Communist  element  was  paramount  in  these  delib- 
erations. American  assurances  of  peaceful  intent  toward 
China  were  rejected  as  Machiavellian  maneuvers  of  im- 
perialism, bent  on  destruction  of  communism  and  domi- 
nation of  Asia.  Victory  in  Korea  would  only  whet  the  im- 
perialistic appetite  for  further  "adventures,"  perhaps  in 
East  Europe,  perhaps  in  China  itself.  America  had  already 
reversed  its  policy  on  Chiang  Kai-shek,  suddenly  thrusting 
its  Seventh  Fleet  between  Communist  and  Nationalist 
armies.  With  General  MacArthur's  visit  to  Taiwan  in 
August,  and  his  expressed  admiration  for  the  Genera- 
lissimo, Mao  Tse-tung  had  surface  evidence  reinforcing  his 
assumptions  concerning  the  imperialist  threat. 

By  comparison,  the  Chinese  element,  although  present, 
was  subsidiary.  Certainly  no  Chinese  identity  of  interest 
linked  Peking  with  Pyongyang  any  more  than  with  Seoul. 
It  has  been  argued  that  intervention  sprang  from  a  tradi- 
tional Chinese  desire  to  dominate  the  Korean  peninsula.  Yet 
up  to  mid- 1950,  North  Korea  had  been  an  exclusive  Soviet 
satellite  with  a  leadership  systematically  maneuvering 
against  rival  Korean  factions  of  a  pro-Chinese  orientation. 
Intervention  did  not  remove  this  leadership,  nor  is  there 
evidence  that  intervention  initially  aimed  at  wresting  the 
entire  penijisula  from  UN  control. 

Nevertheless,  the  Chinese  calculus  did  reinforce  its 
Communist  counterpart  at  significant  points.  Peking's  ex- 
pressed concern  over  a  United  States-Japanese  hegemony 
in  Northeast  Asia  was  not  entirely  fantastic,  given  the 
rapprochement  between  Tokyo  and  Washington  already 
evident  in  1949-50.  The  historic  invasion  path  up  the 
peninsula  through  Manchuria  made  such  a  rapprochement 
of  genuine  concern,  should  it  be  accompanied  by  an  anti- 
Communist,  MacArthur-Rhee  conquest  of  North  Korea. 
Furthermore,  a  century  of  maltreatment  at  the  hands  of 
foreign  powers,   even  when  on  the   victors'   side   in   two 
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world  wars,  had  sensitized  Chinese  to  decisions  by  others 
at  China's  expense.  If  "new  China"  could  not  affect  the 
course  of  events  on  its  very  doorstep,  how  could  it  ever 
recover  its  leadership  of  Asia?  Especially  when  the  U.S. 
Seventh  Fleet  shielded  Taiwan,  such  Chinese  considera- 
tions appear  to  have  reinforced  the  Communist  element  of 
policy. 

Neither  of  these  elements  went  unobserved  at  the  time, 
but  their  role  has  been  forgotten  with  the  passing  years. 
By  comparison,  our  third  element,  caution,  won  little 
attention  then  or  later.  Indeed,  it  has  been  argued  that 
Peking  entered  the  war  in  a  militant  spirit,  cocksure  after 
its  victory  in  China,  and  confident  that  it  was  riding  a 
Communist  crest  in  Asia.  If  this  is  so,  it  is  not  reflected  in 
the  evidence,  while  there  is  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Both 
the  delayed  entry  into  Korea  and  the  three-week  suspen- 
sion of  operations  after  that  entry  seem  designed  to  test 
the  United  States-UN  response.  This  permitted  flexibility, 
since  Peking  did  not  commit  itself  publicly  to  the  form, 
degree,  or  goals  of  intervention.  It  also  afforded  opportu- 
nity for  the  enemy  to  reconsider  goals  and  to  clarify  in- 
tentions, thereby  permitting  more  confident  calculation  in 
Peking  on  the  next  phase  of  strategy. 

As  a  parallel  phenomenon  of  caution,  Peking  cancelled 
its  projected  invasion  of  Taiwan,  following  the  Seventh 
Fleet  interposition  order  of  June  27,  1950.  This  reversal  of 
plans  involved  obvious  political  risks  in  the  deferred  elimi- 
nation of  Mao's  hated  rival,  the  postponement  of  entry  into 
the  United  Nations,  and  the  humiliating  admission  of  im- 
potence before  the  so-called  American  "paper  tiger."  It  also 
involved  strategic  risks,  providing  the  shattered  Nationalist 
armies  on  Taiwan  a  breathing  spell  and  perhaps  a  fresh 
source  of  military  advice  and  supply.  Yet  anathema  as 
such  a  move  must  have  been  from  both  the  Communist 
and  the  Chinese  considerations  of  policy,  caution  dictated 
postponement  of  action  against  Taiwan  under  the  existing 
circumstances. 

292 


Communist  China 

This  is  not  to  condone  the  Chinese  Communist  entry 
into  the  Korean  War,  much  less  excuse  its  subsequent 
flouting  of  United  Nations  resolutions  and  armistice  terms. 
Rather  it  is  to  derive  some  analytical  lessons  from  a  move 
which  is  commonly  labeled  aggression.  Proper  as  this  term 
may  be  descriptively,  it  misdirects  our  attention  and,  by 
oversimplifying  the  complex  motivation  of  the  move,  causes 
us  to  misinterpret  the  nature  of  the  challenge  posed  by 
Red  China. 

This  becomes  evident  if  we  consider  the  two  crises  sur- 
rounding the  offshore  islands.  The  first,  in  1954,  consisted 
of  brief  but  intensive  bombardments  of  the  Nationalist  gar- 
risons on  Quemoy  and  Matsu.  The  second,  in  1958,  fea- 
tured a  concerted  blockade  and  bombardment,  principally 
against  Quemoy,  accompanied  by  an  intensive  buildup  of 
nearby  air  bases.  In  neither  case  were  invasion  fleets 
massed  nor  were  heavy  troop  concentrations  evident  in  the 
inmiediate  area.  In  neither  instance  was  an  attack  launched 
against  Taiwan  itself.  Indeed,  no  offensive  action  of  any 
sort  has  hit  Taiwan  since  the  Nationalist  flight  to  the  island 
in  1949. 

Much  was  obscure  at  the  time,  both  from  the  belliger- 
ency of  Chinese  Communist  statements  and  from  the  in- 
adequate information  on  Chinese  Communist  intentions. 
Now,  hindsight  plus  examination  of  the  evidence  provide 
clues  to  Peking's  strategy  and  tactics.  Unlike  the  Korean 
War,  neither  offshore-island  crisis  grew  from  external 
threats  to  Peking  in  terms  of  the  Chinese  or  the  Communist 
element  of  policy.  EVespite  the  minor  prickings  of  Chinese 
Nationalist  operations  against  the  mainland,  both  in  1954 
and  in  1958  the  pattern  of  statements  and  actions  showed 
the  initiative  to  be  with  Peking,  and  not  with  its  opponents. 

With  this  difference  in  mind,  two  similarities  with  the 
Korean  situation  emerge:  first,  the  slowness  with  which 
Chinese  Communist  moves  evolved;  second,  especially  in 
1958,  the  fact  that  they  occurred  at  all,  given  the  limited 
gains  and  the  apparent  risks  involved.  Once  again,  a  brief 
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reconstruction  will  place  the  events  in  proper  perspective. 

In  January  1950,  President  Truman  publicly  refused  fur- 
ther military  assistance  to  Chiang  Kai-shek,  declaring,  "The 
United  States  Government  will  not  pursue  a  course  which 
will  lead  to  involvement  in  the  civil  conflict  in  China."  In 
June  he  reversed  this  policy,  ordering  the  Seventh  Fleet  to 
neutralize  the  Taiwan  Strait.  This  reversal  was  modified  by 
subsequent  statements  which  linked  the  move  with  North 
Korean  aggression.  Thus  a  satisfactory  truce  in  Korea 
might  restore  the  status  quo  ante  on  Taiwan.  Peking's  entry 
into  the  war  vitiated  this  policy,  although  it  was  not  oflB- 
cially  scrapped  until  February  1953.  At  that  time,  Presi- 
dent Eisenhower  removed  the  Seventh  Fleet  "shield"  from 
Red  China,  implicitly  leaving  it  to  protect  the  Nationalist 
government.  In  the  space  of  three  years  the  United  States 
had  moved  from  non-involvement,  through  neutralization, 
to  open  support  for  one  side  in  the  prolonged  Chinese 
civil  war. 

Throughout  these  shifts  the  position  of  numerous  small 
islands  remained  ambiguous.  Occupied  by  Nationalist  gar- 
risons often  within  a  few  miles  of  the  China  coast,  they 
served  as  bases  for  harassment  raids  against  the  mainland. 
Peking  had  little  opportunity  to  explore  the  problem  so 
long  as  fighting  continued  in  Korea.  With  the  truce  agree- 
ment of  July  1953,  however,  Mao  could  turn  once  more 
to  his  Nationalist  opponent.  Fresh  railroad  and  airfield  con- 
struction laid  the  logistical  foundation  for  invasion  of  the 
two  main  points  of  Quemoy  and  Matsu,  and  eventually  of 
Taiwan  itself. 

To  the  surprise  of  most  observers,  no  such  invasion  oc- 
curred. Instead,  prolonged  artillery  attacks  tested  Chinese 
Nationalist  and  U.S.  response  in  the  area.  In  1954,  Peking 
bombarded  the  oflfshore  islands  and  unleashed  intensive 
anti-American  propaganda  for  the  "hberation  of  Taiwan." 
A  "war  scare"  in  Tokyo  and  Washington  had  a  twofold 
result.  In  December,  Secretary  Dulles  signed  a  Mutual  De- 
fense Treaty  with  the  Chiang  government.   In  January, 
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Congress  hurriedly  endorsed  a  so-called  "Formosa  Resolu- 
tion" authorizing  the  President  to  deploy  U.S.  troops  as  he 
deemed  necessary  for  the  defense  of  Taiwan.  By  implica- 
tion, the  offshore  islands  could  be  included  in  such  a  move, 
although  they  were  expUcitly  outside  the  provisions  of  the 
Mutual  Defense  Treaty. 

If  Peking's  bombardment  and  propaganda  were  designed 
to  unnerve  Nationalist  circles,  the  U.S.  response  checked 
any  such  reaction.  In  the  absence  of  any  serious  military 
buildup  accompanying  the  campaign,  it  is  difficult  to  credit 
it  with  more  ambitious  goals.  In  any  event,  it  foundered, 
changing  the  United  States-Taiwan  commitment  from  that 
of  presidential  statements,  of  no  pennanent  importance,  to 
treaty  obligations,  with  aU  the  sanctity  of  international 
contract.  In  April  1955,  the  crisis  suddenly  subsided  when 
Chou  En-lai,  at  Bandung,  offered  to  discuss  "relaxation  of 
tension  in  the  Taiwan  Strait"  with  U.S.  diplomatic  repre- 
sentatives. Although  this  initiated  Sino- American  ambas- 
sadorial exchanges  at  Geneva,  such  de  facto  recognition 
was  a  small  gain  for  Peking,  compared  with  the  qualitative 
change  in  United  States-Nationalist  relations  effected  by 
the  Communist  bombardment. 

For  the  next  three  years  relative  quiet  reigned  in  the 
Taiwan  Strait.  Then  in  August  1958  the  crisis  returned, 
this  time  in  more  serious  proportions.  Completion  of  the 
Communist  rail-  and  air-network  facilitated  an  impressive 
concentration  of  heavy  artillery  and  jet  aircraft.  After 
weeks  of  preparation.  Communist  batteries  unleashed  an 
unprecedented  barrage  while  local  broadcasts  demanded 
surrender  of  Quemoy.  Jet  fighters  strafed  Nationalist  ship- 
ping in  a  concerted  effort  to  strangle  supply  lines  to  the 
beleaguered  garrisons.  Once  again  a  massive  domestic 
propaganda  campaign  pledged  Peking  to  "smash  the 
American  paper  tiger  and  liberate  Taiwan."  This  time  the 
American  response  came  through  politically  ambiguous 
statements,  hinting  support  for  the  offshore  islands,  with- 
out specifically  committing  U.S.  forces.  In  the  area  ingen- 
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ious  measures  for  breaking  the  blockade  together  with 
stunning  victories  by  Nationalist  pilots  combined  to  lift  the 
military  pressures.  Even  before  this  point  was  reached, 
however,  Peking  proposed  resumption  of  the  suspended 
ambassadorial  exchanges  and  shortly  thereafter  reduced  its 
artillery  attacks  to  sporadic  firing  on  alternate  days.  Ten- 
sion abated  as  suddenly  as  it  had  erupted. 

Of  the  two  crises,  that  of  1958  is  the  more  revealing. 
Unlike  1954,  it  came  in  the  face  of  explicit  U.S.  treaty 
commitments  to  Chiang  Kai-shek.  Furthermore,  it  followed 
greater  Chinese  Communist  interest  in  and  awareness  of 
nuclear  weapons.  Yet  despite  the  increased  American  com- 
mitment on  the  one  hand,  and  the  increased  Chinese  Com- 
munist strategic  sophistication  on  the  other,  the  attack  did 
occur,  although  still  without  invasion. 

Again,  a  blending  of  our  three  factors  would  seem  to 
underlie  Peking's  strategy,  only  here  the  Chinese  element 
merits  prior  attention.  From  time  immemorial,  claimants 
to  the  Chinese  throne  were  measured  by  their  ability  to 
defend  the  frontiers  and  to  pacify  the  country.  This  so- 
called  "Mandate  of  Heaven"  may  not  be  a  living  concept 
today.  But  there  is  vigorous  unanimity  between  Nationalist 
and  Communist  in  asserting  sovereignty  over  Tibet,  in 
marking  territorial  boundaries  around  the  South  China  Sea, 
and  in  asserting  prerogatives  of  overseas  Chinese.  There  is 
similar  unanimity  on  the  question  of  "two  Chinas,"  both 
sides  insisting  that  Taiwan  and  all  its  accompanying  islands 
are  inalienably  Chinese  and  not  subject  to  international 
negotiation  or  supervision.  Actually,  Taiwan  remains  in 
legal  limbo  as  former  Japanese  territory.  Its  status  remains 
to  be  defined  by  the  participants  in  the  war  against  Japan. 
However,  there  is  no  question  as  to  Chinese  title  over  the 
offshore  islands.  Small  wonder,  therefore,  that  Peking  feels 
both  politically  compelled  and  legally  justified  in  asserting 
its  claim  by  force. 

Indeed,  the  Chinese  component  may  dictate  the  use  of 
force  against  the  offshore  islands,  to  the  exclusion  of  other 
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means.  Mao  may  have  gambled  on  linking  Quemoy  with 
Taiwan  so  as  to  frustrate  any  American  move  toward  a 
"two  China"  policy.  The  1955  "Formosa  Resolution"  per- 
mitted U.S.  defense  of  the  islands  only  if  the  President  felt 
that  their  fall  would  jeopardize  Taiwan.  In  August  1958, 
Peking  publicly  proclaimed  seizure  of  Quemoy  as  one  step 
in  the  "liberation  of  Taiwan."  The  reaction  from  Taipei 
and  Washington  seemed  to  include  the  islands  in  a  joint 
Nationalist-American  defense  commitment.  This  made 
their  abandormient  practically  impossible. 

Such  abandonment  would  place  100  miles  of  ocean  be- 
tween the  "two  Chinas,"  thereby  strengthening  Taiwan's 
international  position  as  a  separate  entity,  worthy  of  pro- 
tection. If  this  was  not  Peking's  concern,  it  was  certainly 
affected  by  the  crisis.  The  U.S.  inability,  or  unwillingness, 
to  dissociate  these  rocky  outposts  from  Taiwan's  defense 
poses  a  major  obstacle  to  any  tacit  or  explicit  "two-China" 
policy. 

The  Communist  element  reinforces  the  Chinese  com- 
pulsion toward  pressure  in  the  Taiwan  Strait.  Mao  Tse- 
tung's  belief  in  "the  continuing  revolutionary  process,"  his 
hailing  of  Soviet  sputnik  achievements  as  "East  Wind  pre- 
vailing over  West  Wind,"  and  his  claim  that  "imperialists 
are  paper  tigers"  combine  to  produce  inherent  and  com- 
pelling pressures  in  Peking's  foreign  policy.  These  pressures 
constantly  test  the  half-moon  of  countries  facing  China, 
probing  for  points  of  weakness.  In  the  Marxist-Leninist 
credo,  passivity  is  worse  than  a  vice;  it  is  a  cardinal  sin. 
The  prize  which  was  unobtainable  yesterday  is  worth  try- 
ing for  tomorrow.  The  means  may  vary  and  the  target 
area  may  shift,  but  the  pressure  should  be  unremitting. 
The  alternation  of  political,  economic,  and  military  prob- 
ing, and  the  transfer  of  attention  from  Japan  to  Taiwan, 
to  Laos,  or  to  India,  all  manifest  the  Communist  compo- 
nent of  policy.  Thus  the  offshore  islands  are  certain  to 
plague  the  world  again  in  the  1960s. 

Yet  pressure  does  not  preclude  caution.  On  the  contrary, 

297 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

the  flexibility  of  means  and  the  abihty  to  change  targets 
permit  testing  of  enemy  responses.  In  1958  such  testing 
paralleled  the  three-week  suspension  of  hostihties  in  1950, 
during  the  Chinese  Communist  intervention  in  Korea.  In 
the  Quemoy  crisis,  Communist  batteries  fell  silent  when 
the  first  American  convoy  accompanied  Nationalist  supply 
ships.  The  U.S.  vessels  approached  the  three-mile  territorial 
limit  surrounding  Quemoy  and  stopped.  Only  then  did 
Communist  commanders  resume  their  fire,  sinking  the  Na- 
tionalist ships.  Similar  precaution  was  observed  in  the  air. 
MiC  pilots,  despite  very  fast  speeds,  never  brushed  with 
American  planes  protecting  Nationalist  air-drop  missions. 

In  short,  Peking  appears  to  have  observed  strict  rules 
designed  to  minimize  the  risks  of  war  with  the  United 
States.  When  the  objective  proved  unattainable  within 
these  rules,  the  Communists,  as  in  Korea,  turned  to  political 
means  of  warfare.  This  prevented  the  further-  spiraling  of 
tension  without,  however,  openly  abandoning  the  military 
means  or  the  political  goals  of  action. 

I  have  dealt  at  length  with  Peking's  military  behavior 
for  two  reasons.  First,  recent  events  along  China's  borders 
have  focused  Western  attention  upon  Peking's  aggressive 
intentions.  In  i960  the  Indian  and  Burmese  border  prob- 
lems seemed  to  foreshadow  the  shape  of  things  to  come, 
with  Chinese  armies  inexorably  pressing  upon  weak  neigh- 
bors to  the  south.  Yet  neither  situation  is  wholly  analogous 
to  the  Korean  and  offshore-islands  crises.  True,  Chinese 
Communist  troops  killed  Indian  border  guards  and  occu- 
pied portions  of  the  Burmese  frontier.  But,  qualitatively  as 
well  as  quantitatively,  these  deserve  the  classical  tenn  of 
"incidents."  In  both  cases  the  location  of  the  frontier  was  in 
historic  dispute.  In  both  cases  local  threats  to  Chinese 
Communist  security  were  not  susceptible  to  control  by  the 
neighboring  regime.  Had  Tibet  not  erupted  in  revolt,  no 
shooting  might  have  occurred  between  Indians  and  Chi- 
nese. Instead,  Peking  probably  would  have  continued  to 
press  quietly  for  its  interpretation  of  the  frontier. 
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The  Burmese  problem  was  complicated  by  the  presence 
of  several  thousand  Chinese  Nationalist  troops  in  Buraia, 
supplied  from  Taiwan.  They  justified  Peking's  attention  to 
the  boundary  question.  Finally,  in  neither  case  was  mili- 
tary pressure  mitigated  by  concern  over  the  risk  of  war 
with  the  United  States,  as  in  Korea  and  Quemoy.  Instead, 
military  means,  having  attained  limited  objectives,  gave 
way  to  poHtical  avenues  of  action. 

However  transient  may  be  these  border  disputes,  a 
second  and  more  troublesome  development  justifies  exami- 
nation of  the  military  component  in  China's  foreign  policy. 
I  refer  to  the  prospect  of  Communist  China  acquiring  nu- 
clear weapons.  So  far,  this  prospect  has  not  materialized. 
This  does  not  mean,  however,  that  Red  China  is  not  striv- 
ing to  acquire  such  weapons  at  the  earliest  opportunity. 
In  1958  Liu  Ya-lou,  commander  of  Red  China's  powerful 
Air  Force,  declared,  "China's  working  class  and  scientists 
will  certainly  be  able  to  make  .  .  .  atomic  bombs  in  the 
not  distant  future."  In  1961  Foreign  Minister  Ch'en  Yi 
spoke  of  China's  nuclear  capability  as  "only  a  matter  of 
time." 

These  words  cannot  be  dismissed  as  hollow  boasts,  simi- 
lar to  Peking's  exaggerated  harvest  claims  in  the  "great 
leap  forward."  We  know  of  at  least  one  nuclear-research 
reactor,  built  with  Soviet  assistance,  in  Peking.  More  may 
be  under  construction,  if  not  already  in  operation.  We 
know,  too,  of  extensive  past  Soviet  technical  assistance  and 
training  for  China's  atomic-research  program.  In  view  of 
the  statements  and  the  evidence,  it  seems  reasonable  to 
assume  that  in  the  absence  of  a  comprehensive  interna- 
tional control  agreement,  Peking  will  detonate  a  nuclear 
device  by  1963,  perhaps  in  1962. 

Is  this  the  door  to  Doomsday?  Peking's  propaganda  re- 
peatedly hails  the  turning  points  in  history  whereby  the 
First  World  War  spawned  the  Soviet  Revolution  and  the 
Second  World  War  brought  Communist  victory  to  China. 
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Will  its  surplus  population  and  its  agrarian  economy  en- 
courage Red  China  to  trigger  the  Third  World  War? 

If  such  were  the  prospect,  Russia  should  be  as  anxious 
as  America.  Indeed,  some  Western  observers  sensed  pre- 
cisely this  concern  in  Moscow  and  Geneva.  They  felt 
that  Soviet-American  agreement  on  nuclear  weapons  and 
test  controls  was  certain,  given  the  mutual  desire  to  close 
the  Pandora's  box  opened  at  Almagordo  in  1945.  So  far, 
however,  the  Russians  have  shown  no  haste  to  conclude 
an  arms-control  pact.  Even  should  an  eventual  agreement 
be  reached  on  nuclear  tests,  the  problem  of  detection  sta- 
tions in  China  is  certain  to  arise.  Nothing  in  its  past  or 
present  behavior  suggests  that  Peking  would  quietly  sign 
such  an  agreement  without  tangible  political  and  perhaps 
strategic  concessions  from  our  side.  Nor  does  a  test  ban 
preclude  weapons  production.  And  if  we  were  to  agree  to 
exclude  all  nuclear  weapons  from  Asia,  where  would  this 
leave  the  balance  of  conventional  forces,  given  China's 
manpower  and  air  power? 

But  we  need  not  hypothesize  this  far  ahead  to  assess 
the  validity  of  American  speculation  on  Sino-Soviet  nuclear 
relations.  It  is  clear  that  without  the  past  level  of  Rus- 
sian assistance,  minimal  as  it  may  appear,  a  Chinese 
nuclear-test  explosion  could  not  occur  for  at  least  another 
decade.  One  does  not  give  matches  to  a  pyromaniac.  So, 
too,  Moscow  would  not  lay  the  foundation  for  Peking's 
nuclear  capability  if  its  fear  of  the  capability  were  so  deep- 
seated  as  is  widely  assumed. 

Perhaps  one  explanation  for  Russia's  nuclear  assistance 
to  China,  however  grudging,  lies  in  Peking's  past  policies. 
In  Korea  and  in  Quemoy-Taiwan,  the  Chinese  Communists 
carefully  controlled  their  use  of  force.  Their  methods  and 
their  targets  have  varied  according  to  their  estimates  on 
the  balance  of  forces,  the  risks  of  war,  and  the  need  for 
action.  Miscalculations  have  occurred;  plans  have  gone 
awry.  But  over  the  past  decade  the  regime  has  shown  re- 
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markable  balance  in  its  use  of  both  traditional  and  revo- 
lutionary means  of  policy. 

Projecting  into  the  future  is  admittedly  hazardous.  We 
do  not  know  how  much  of  this  balance  resulted  from  So- 
viet advice.  Such  advice  may  play  a  smaller  role  as  China 
becomes  increasingly  independent  of  Russian  economic 
and  military  assistance.  Nor  do  we  know  the  role  of  past 
uncertainty  in  Peking  when  China's  only  nuclear  strength 
lay  in  the  Soviet  commitment.  Chinese  possession  of  such 
strength  may  encourage  accepting  greater  risks  of  an 
American  nuclear  attack. 

Certainly  Mao's  repeated  boast  about  the  "superiority  of 
men  over  weapons"  portends  greater  belligerence  when  he 
possesses  both  men  and  weapons.  Yet  Mao's  strategy  does 
not  make  military  power  the  exclusive  or  even  the  primary 
means  of  policy.  True,  he  once  remarked,  "Power  grows 
out  of  the  barrel  of  a  gun."  But  this  does  not  inean  that 
the  gun  must  be  field  fired  to  achieve  one's  ends.  Instead, 
Mao  employs  military  power  in  a  political  way,  to  threaten, 
to  cajole,  to  harry,  and  to  isolate  his  enemies.  Only  in  the 
final  instance,  where  other  means  have  failed  and  when 
victory  is  certain,  does  he  launch  a  frontal  assault. 

Here  again  the  past  decade  is  instructive.  In  the  Indian 
and  Burmese  border  disputes,  Peking's  military  superiority 
was  only  marginally  employed.  Its  mere  presence  was  sujffi- 
cient  to  advance  the  desired  objectives.  Thus  we  may  ex- 
pect Peking  to  use  its  nuclear  capability  primarily  in  a 
political,  rather  than  a  military  way.  Indeed,  this  is  pre- 
cisely what  its  much  stronger  ally  has  done  so  far.  This 
does  not  simplify  the  problem  for  the  United  States.  On 
the  contrary,  it  comphcates  it.  But  it  is  not  so  terrifying  a 
prospect  as  if  we  were  to  assume  an  irrational,  irresponsible, 
or  fanatical  enemy  in  control  of  such  immense  powers  of 
destruction. 

This  may  seem  of  small  comfort,  given  Peking's  persist- 
ent pressure  along  the  periphery  from  Japan  to  India.  Nu- 
clear power  will  undoubtedly  increase  such  pressure.  But 
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whether  it  will  trigger  the  Third  World  War  is  highly 
doubtful.  Much  depends  on  the  calculations  of  the  Chinese 
Communists  which,  in  turn,  are  affected  by  their  interpre- 
tation of  United  States  moves.  In  Korea  we  misread  Pe- 
king's willingness  to  risk  war,  and  near-disaster  followed. 
In  Quemoy  both  sides  moved  to  the  brink,  but  avoided 
the  final  misstep.  In  the  absence  of  regular  diplomatic  re- 
lations between  the  two  powers,  in  direct  confrontation 
throughout  Asia,  it  is  reassm-ing  that  no  more  serious  mis- 
calculations have  occurred. 

This  reassurance  is  meaningful,  however  light  it  may 
weigh  in  the  scales  of  hope  and  despair.  Its  significance 
lies  in  the  justification  it  provides  for  careful,  constant,  and 
constructive  study  of  Communist  China  as  a  major  oppo- 
nent of  United  States  pohcy.  Such  study  would  be  of  no 
political  worth  were  this  regime  wholly  enigmatic,  or  gen- 
uninely  fanatic.  Its  first  decade  of  policy,  however,  proves 
just  the  opposite.  It  is  a  rational,  calculating  regime,  pur- 
suing ends  and  adopting  means  within  a  clearly  defined 
framework  embracing  both  Chinese  and  Communist  com- 
ponents. Its  actions  are  not  predictable.  For  that  matter, 
neither  are  those  of  other  governments,  perhaps  least  of 
all  the  United  States.  However,  they  are  susceptible  to 
analysis  and,  with  time  and  experience,  to  projections  of 
probability. 

The  need  for  such  analysis  and  projection  is  compelling. 
We  have  fought  two  wars  in  Asia  within  the  past  two 
decades.  The  next  one  may  be  the  last.  Its  avoidance,  or 
its  outcome,  may  well  depend  on  our  ability  to  assess  Com- 
munist China's  power  and  objectives,  and  to  weigh  these 
against  our  own  priority  of  interests.  We  must  expect  losses 
as  well  as  gains.  To  the  degree  that  we  anticipate  these 
losses,  their  impact  can  be  softened,  at  least  psychologi- 
cally. To  the  degree  that  we  deny  their  possibility  and 
refuse  to  review  policy  in  the  light  of  changes  in  China 
and  Asia,  their  impact  will  be  heightened.  But  whatever 
we  do,  we  must  expect  to  remain  in  constant  struggle  with 
the  People's  Republic  of  China  over  the  destiny  of  Asia. 
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The  problems  of  "disengagement"  and  military  alliances 
in  Europe  cannot  be  discussed  independently  of  the  politi- 
cal and  economic  situation  in  that  area.  American  policy 
is  currently  based  on  assumptions  that  have  long  outlived 
their  usefulness  and  that  have  acquired  a  false  air  of  per- 
manence through  the  power  and  prestige  of  three  elderly 
statesmen— Konrad  Adenauer,  Charles  de  Gaulle,  and  Har- 
old Macmillan. 

All  three  of  these  men  at  present  exert  an  unshakable 
authority  over  their  countrymen.  But  no  one  of  them  can 
go  on  forever— and  in  the  case  of  Adenauer  the  moment 
of  retirement  cannot  be  long  postponed.  Should  one  or 
another  leave  the  scene,  there  would  almost  immediately 
come  to  the  surface  a  strong  current  of  opposition  and 
criticism  that  until  very  recently  has  been  restricted  to  a 
small  minority.  It  is  significant  that  the  last  year  has  seen 
widespread  questioning  of  De  Gaulle's  position  and  the 
swelling  to  a  mass  movement  of  the  British  opposition  to 
Macmillan's  mihtary  policy. 

Should  a  change  of  leadership  occur  in  the  major  West- 
em  European  powers,  the  underlying  ambiguity  of  the 
present  situation  would  be  revealed— that  is,  it  would  be- 
come clear  that  the  current  popularity  of  Adenauer,  Mac- 
millan, and  De  Gaulle  is  based  much  more  on  domestic 
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than  on  foreign  considerations,  Adenauer's  and  Macmillan's 
on  their  association  with  economic  prosperity,  De  Gaulle's 
on  his  pacification  of  civil  strife  and  his  promise  of  solving 
the  Algerian  problem.  Because  these  statesmen  have  been 
successful  on  the  domestic  scene,  their  countrymen  have 
also  trusted  their  judgment  in  foreign  aflfairs.  Thus  they 
have  been  able  to  sustain  foreign  and  military  policies  that 
might  otherwise  have  aroused  the  gravest  fears.  Their  suc- 
cessors would  probably  be  unable  to  repeat  such  a  per- 
formance. 

In  brief,  De  Gaulle  and  Adenauer  and  Macmillan  have 
perpetuated  into  the  age  of  nuclear  stalemate  an  outmoded 
concept  of  foreign  and  military  policy,  a  concept  of  armed 
resistance  to  the  Soviet  Union  based  on  a  coalition  of  na- 
tional mihtary  forces.  At  NATO's  inception,  thirteen  years 
ago,  this  policy  made  sense,  and  both  partners  in  the  coali- 
tion—the Truman  administration  and  the  European  govern- 
ments, which  shared  a  "left-center"  ideology— believed  in 
it.  Today  this  is  no  longer  true.  From  the  military  stand- 
point, NATO  has  become  something  quite  diflFerent  from 
what  it  was  at  the  start.  It  is  no  longer  a  military  coalition 
in  the  familiar  European  tradition,  provided  with  sufficient 
conventional  ground  forces  to  act  as  a  deterrent  to  Soviet 
expansion.  It  has  become  little  more  than  a  trip  wire  for 
"massive  retaliation."  The  United  States'  decision  to  supply 
its  European  allies  with  nuclear  warheads  has  robbed 
NATO  of  its  military  raison  d'etre.  It  has  destroyed  the 
earlier  concept  of  an  old-fashioned  ground  army  that 
would  make  the  Soviet  Union  hesitate  to  incur  the  losses 
and  the  international  opprobrium  which  overrunning  Cen- 
tral and  Western  Europe  would  entail,  and  it  has  substi- 
tuted for  it  a  new  theory  which  reduces  Europe  to  the 
status  of  an  advanced  outpost  of  the  United  States  in  the 
planning  for  general  nuclear  war. 

Thus  the  NATO  powers  are  currently  trying  to  carry 
out  a  policy  in  which  they  have  no  real  trust.  In  Britain 
the    campaign   for   unilateral   disarmament   has    split    the 
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Labom"  party,  with  a  majority  of  the  delegates  to  the  na- 
tional conference  urging  abandonment  of  nuclear  weapons. 
It  is  true  that  in  Parliament  two  thirds  of  the  Labour  M.P.s 
remain  faithful  to  the  American  alliance  as  currently  de- 
fined; but  even  the  right  wing  of  the  party  is  committed 
to  advocating  universal  disarmament,  a  position  which  is 
hard  to  reconcile  with  the  present  theory  of  NATO.  More- 
over, the  anti-nuclear  campaign  extends  far  beyond  the 
adherents  of  Labour;  it  is  attracting  young  people  of  the 
most  varied  political  allegiances  and  activating  those  who 
have  previously  been  apolitical.  In  Scandinavia,  too,  neu- 
tralism is  a  force  to  be  reckoned  with,  and  both  government 
and  opposition  would  like  to  redefine  the  alliance  in  terms 
that  would  make  it  more  compatible  with  the  idea  of  dis- 
engagement. 

In  Italy,  Germany,  and  the  Low  Countries,  loyalty  to 
NATO  runs  deeper,  but  here  also  there  are  strong  cross- 
currents of  dissent.  In  Italy  the  left-wing  Socialist  party 
opposes  American  missile  bases.  Beyond  that,  the  reliabil- 
ity of  France  itself  within  the  alhance  is  far  from  clear.  By 
keeping  most  of  his  ground  troops  in  Algeria  and  by  with- 
drawing his  strategic  air  force  and  a  good  part  of  his  navy 
from  NATO  control,  De  Gaulle  has  struck  at  the  whole 
concept  of  the  alliance,  making  no  secret  of  his  belief  that 
the  proper  organization  for  Europe  should  be  a  loose 
league  of  sovereign  states  under  the  leadership  of  his  own 
country. 

The  logical  consequence  of  such  an  idea— joined  to  the 
prospect  that  in  the  near  future  all  the  larger  powers  vdll 
be  able  to  manufacture  their  own  nuclear  weapons— would 
be  a  competition  in  weaponry  within  the  NATO  alKance. 
If  each  major  nation  possessed  its  own  bombs  and  mis- 
siles, in  addition  to  those  provided  by  the  United  States, 
the  distinction  between  the  two  types  would  tend  to  dis- 
appear. As  the  proud  possessor  of  ultimate  weapons,  each 
nation  would  be  a  law  to  itself,  and  the  concept  of  the 
alliance  would  become  less  and  less  meaningful. 
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If  one  adds  to  these  political  and  military  considerations 
the  current  economic  spHt  within  the  NATO  powers  be- 
tween the  "inner  six"  and  the  "outer  seven,"  one  can  only 
conclude  that  the  alliance  as  originally  devised  a  decade 
ago  is  falling  apart  at  the  seams.  In  this  crisis  of  NATO, 
nationalism  and  neutralism  reinforce  each  other.  The  first 
is  largely  a  conservative  tendency,  the  second  is  char- 
acteristic of  the  democratic  left,  but  they  both  in  effect 
work  against  the  NATO  alhance.  For  when  a  nationalist 
like  De  Gaulle  exploits  his  countrymen's  nostalgia  for  past 
grandeur  and  concentrates  his  attention  on  France's  Afri- 
can "mission"  and  on  restoring  great  power  status  through 
an  independent  atomic  capabihty— when  France,  which 
was  to  have  been  the  key  pin  of  NATO,  goes  off  on  a 
nationalist  tangent,  then  internationally  minded  Europeans 
are  far  less  likely  to  seek  their  salvation  in  a  military  alli- 
ance, and  far  more  inclined  to  trust  to  disarmament,  disen- 
gagement, and  even  neutrality  for  their  future  preservation. 

Since  NATO  can  scarcely  be  preserved  in  its  present 
form,  the  real  question  is:  Should  it  be  transformed  by 
some  new  principle  or  should  it  be  abolished?  The  first 
would  seem  the  more  prudent— although  a  change  of  name 
might  well  be  in  order— since  the  sudden  abolition  of  NATO 
might  entail  a  crisis  of  European  confidence.  In  either  case, 
however,  the  prime  goal  should  be  to  keep  Europe  out  of 
the  nuclear  race  by  progressively  enlarging  a  Central  Eu- 
ropean area  of  military  disengagement.  The  idea  of  disen- 
gagement—of removing  the  hostile  forces  of  East  and  of 
West  from  direct  contact  with  each  other— can  be  formu- 
lated in  two  different  ways.  In  its  more  cautious  form  it 
proposes  merely  to  forbid  the  deployment  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons in  a  specified  area.  In  its  more  thoroughgoing  form  it 
suggests  that  the  area  in  question  be  neutrahzed  and  hence 
removed  from  the  East-West  struggle.  The  proposal  of 
the  latter  sort  advanced  by  George  F.  Kennan  in  his  Reith 
Lectures  over  the  BBC  in  1957  occasioned  widespread  dis- 
cussion both  in  Europe  and  in  this  country,  where  it  first 
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familiarized  the  public  at  large  with  disengagement  pos- 
sibilities. 

This  goal  can  be  fully  realized  only  as  part  of  a  wider 
settlement  with  the  Soviet  Union.  But  there  are  certain 
things  that  can  be  negotiated  right  away.  Among  them  the 
most  important  are  the  establishment  of  an  initial  zone  of 
disengagement  and  the  denial  of  nuclear  weapons  to  fur- 
ther powers. 

The  logical  place  to  start  negotiation  on  disengagement 
is  some  version  of  the  Rapacki  Plan— which  has  gone 
through  various  modifications,  but  which  has  usually  had 
as  its  central  feature  the  nuclear  demilitarization  of  East 
and  West  Germany,  Poland,  and  Czechoslovakia.  It  is  far 
from  sure  that  Khrushchev  is  currently  ready  to  accept 
this  plan,  and  it  is  quite  certain  that  both  De  Gaulle  and 
Adenauer  are  against  it,  but  it  has  great  appeal  both  for 
Britain  and  for  the  Soviet  satelhtes.  Above  all,  the  fact  that 
it  has  been  under  informal  discussion  for  so  long  a  time 
has  made  it  appear  less  threatening  than  any  alternative 
proposal  to  both  sides  in  the  power  struggle.  At  the  very 
least,  an  announcement  by  the  American  government  that 
it  was  ready  to  begin  negotiations  on  this  basis  would  oflFer 
two  important  advantages— it  would  give  evidence  that  we 
had  serious  intentions  of  reducing  military  tension  in  Eu- 
rope, and  it  would  quite  clearly  suggest  that  our  policy 
was  no  longer  tied  to  the  views  of  our  conservative  allies. 

Moreover,  the  Rapacki  Plan  presents  a  realistic  alterna- 
tive to  the  "liberation"  of  East  Central  Europe  about  which 
Republican  politicians  have  talked  so  much  and  done  so 
little— witness  the  failure  to  give  aid  to  the  Hungarian  revo- 
lution of  1956.  On  the  one  hand,  its  adoption  by  the 
United  States  would  offer  assurance  to  the  Communist 
rulers  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  satellite  states  that  we 
had  abandoned  any  intention  of  overthrowing  their  regimes 
by  subversion  or  force  of  arms.  At  the  same  time,  it 
would  clearly  convey  to  the  peoples  of  East  Central  Eu- 
rope that  we  had  not  lost  interest  in  their  fate— rather,  that 
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we  were  substituting  for  a  purely  rhetorical  notion  of  "lib- 
eration" a  more  workable  policy  for  relieving  direct  mili- 
tary pressure  on  them  and  thereby  for  strengthening  the 
liberal  tendencies  within  their  borders. 

The  Rapacld  Plan  has  the  final  advantage— as  the  person 
of  its  author,  the  Polish  foreign  minister,  implies— of  "dis- 
engaging" two  of  the  Soviet  satellites  with  the  strongest 
Western  ties.  Thus  it  offers  the  most  coherent  proposal  that 
has  appeared  to  date  for  bridging  the  gap  between  the 
Western  and  the  Soviet  spheres.  Currently  this  is  no  more 
than  a  faint  hope.  But  some  partial  version  of  the  Rapacki 
Plan  might  at  least  run  a  chance  of  acceptance  on  a  trial 
basis.  If,  for  example,  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  were  to  agree  on  demilitarizing  a  relatively  small 
but  contiguous  area  including  one  province  of  each  of 
the  four  states  in  question— say,  Bavaria,  Saxony,  Bohemia, 
and  Silesia— it  could  be  the  beginning  of  a  disengagement 
by  stages  that  would  finally  include  the  whole  four-nation 
zone. 

The  denial  of  nuclear  weapons  to  fifth  or  sixth  powers 
—which  means  preventing  Western  Germany  and  Commu- 
nist China  from  joining  the  present  "nuclear  club"— is  ab- 
solutely crucial  and  grows  more  urgent  with  each  passing 
month.  Since  the  French  bomb  test  in  the  Sahara,  there 
have  been  reports  that  the  Germans  have  similar  plans 
afoot,  and  no  one  knows  exactly  what  nuclear  capabilities 
exist  in  the  Communist  camp.  One  authoritative  estimate 
—that  of  a  committee  of  the  American  Academy  of  Arts 
and  Sciences,  published  in  1959— suggests  that  nineteen 
nations  have  the  technical  capability  of  producing  nuclear 
weapons  in  the  foreseeable  future.  It  should  be  obvious, 
then,  that  on  this  single  matter  at  least  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  have  a  common  interest  in  closing 
the  nuclear  club  while  there  is  yet  time. 

An  obvious  corollary  to  such  a  recommendation  is  strong 
opposition  to  any  German  plans  for  nuclear  armament.  I 
have  already  drawn  attention  to  the  fact  that  Adenauer's 
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retirement  will  unquestionably  entail  changes  in  his  coun- 
try's foreign  policy.  These  changes  might  go  in  either  the 
neutralist  or  the  nationahst  direction— with  the  latter  al- 
most certainly  including  a  drive  for  an  independent  nuclear 
capability  on  the  French  model.  The  two  policy  recom- 
mendations I  have  made  both  suggest  that  a  neutraHst 
Germany  would  be  far  preferable  to  a  nationalist  one. 

The  rearmament  of  Germany  has  aroused  fears  in  East- 
em  Europe  that  are  justified  and  that  extend  far  beyond 
Communist  opinion.  The  revival  of  German  nationalist  feel- 
ing and  the  return  to  positions  of  influence  of  many  of  the 
same  individuals  and  groups  that  supported  Nazi  expan- 
sion represent  a  real  danger  to  the  peace.  A  Germany  un- 
der conservative  leadership— once  Adenauer's  moderating 
influence  was  gone— would  give  rise  to  widespread  anxiety 
beyond  the  country's  borders.  A  neutralist  or  partially  de- 
militarized Germany  under  Social  Democratic  leadership 
would  be  much  more  reassuring. 

If  the  United  States  should  advance  a  serious  proposal 
for  disengagement,  it  would  immediately  relax  tensions 
aroused  by  the  Berlin  issue.  More  specifically,  the  Western 
powers  might  even  go  as  far  as  offering  diplomatic  recog- 
nition to  East  Germany  and  proposing  a  United  Nations 
guarantee  for  Berlin's  future  status.  The  guiding  principle 
in  these  concessions  should  be  a  frank  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  West  Berlin  in  its  present  situation  is  both  un- 
tenable and  an  international  anomaly.  The  problem  it  pre- 
sents for  us  is  far  more  human  than  it  is  military— that  is, 
we  should  not  be  primarily  concerned  vdth  maintaining 
an  advanced  outpost  in  power  pohtics,  but  rather  with 
honoring  our  pledges  to  two  million  West  Berliners  by  see- 
ing to  it  that  their  lives,  their  livehhood,  and  their  liberties 
remain  secure. 

The  final  aim,  then,  in  the  case  of  Germany,  would  be 
equality  of  international  status  for  the  two  German  states, 
which  would  both  eventually  be  disengaged  from  mihtary 
alliances  and  left  free  to  form  some  sort  of  loose  federation. 
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At  the  start  at  least,  within  this  federation  two  contrasting 
political  and  economic  systems  would  continue  to  exist— 
communism  in  the  East,  capitalism  in  the  West.  But  in  the 
end  it  would  almost  certainly  be  the  institutions  and  prac- 
tices of  West  Germany— which  would  have  behind  them 
the  bulk  of  the  population  and  resomrces  of  the  whole 
country— that  would  come  to  predominate. 

So  much  for  immediate  goals.  How  do  these  proposals 
leave  the  long-range  situation  of  NATO  and  of  Europe  in 
general?  Here  it  is  important  to  distinguish  between  NATO 
in  its  strictly  military  aspect,  and  the  integration  of  West- 
ern Europe  on  the  economic  and  cultural  planes. 

From  the  miUtary  standpoint,  the  logic  of  the  above  pro- 
posals is  a  drastic  reduction  in  NATO's  scope.  A  "disen- 
gaged" West  Germany  would  cease  to  be  a  member.  At 
a  subsequent  date  Italy  and  Scandinavia  might  also  prefer 
neutrality.  Similarly  France  might  be  left  to  follow  its  own 
nationalist  course:  the  policy  recommendations  I  have 
made  obviously  imply  a  loosening  of  American  ties  with 
De  Gaulle.  Indeed,  the  logic  of  such  a  position  might  lead 
to  an  eventual  neutralization  of  the  whole  six-nation  area. 
This  would  leave  NATO  a  truly  Atlantic  alliance  based  on 
the  United  States,  Canada,  and  Great  Britain. 

Even  within  the  reduced  NATO  area  a  change  in  arma- 
ments policy  would  be  advisable.  Should  Labour,  for  ex- 
ample, ever  win  an  election  in  Britain,  the  new  government 
might  well  request  the  dismantlement  of  NATO  mis- 
sile or  Polaris  bases.  The  United  States  should  be  psycho- 
logically prepared  for  this  and  should  begin  right  now  to 
close  down  these  bases  throughout  Europe.  Currently  they 
are  not  contributing  to  the  defense  of  the  West  in  any 
realistic  sense;  they  are  simply  increasing  tension  and  the 
danger  of  an  accidental  explosion  that  might  bring  on  gen- 
eral nuclear  warfare.  Ultimately  the  defense  of  Western 
Europe  should  be  reduced  to  conventional  weapons  alone. 
Kennan's  Reith  Lectures  offer  an  imaginative  suggestion 
for  recasting   the   Western   continental   armed   forces    as 
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strictly  defensive  units  of  a  paramilitary  or  territorial- 
militia  type. 

From  the  wider  standpoint,  the  former  NATO  powers 
could  still  form  an  economic  and  cultural  unit.  Indeed  the 
release  of  military  pressure  might  enable  them  to  discuss 
more  amicably  their  economic  disagreements.  Here  the 
tactful  mediation  of  the  United  States  could  be  of  crucial 
influence  in  reconciling  the  "six"  and  the  "seven."  Similarly 
American  cultural  interchange  with  Europe  would  become 
more  fruitful  once  its  military  concomitants  were  re- 
moved. The  progressive  dismantiing  of  NATO's  present 
overexpanded  structure  need  not  suggest  a  loss  of  Ameri- 
can interest  in  Western  and  Central  Europe.  On  the  con- 
trary, as  with  the  substitution  of  disengagement  for  "Hb- 
eration"  in  our  policy  toward  the  Soviet  satellites,  the  new 
American  attitude  toward  the  West  would  mean  putting 
realism  in  place  of  arrangements  which  no  longer  corre- 
spond with  the  facts.  And  this  change  would  further  sug- 
gest that  by  abandoning  a  sterile  and  nearly  exclusive  em- 
phasis on  military  measures  our  country  was  attempting  to 
re-establish  a  hierarchy  of  values  closer  to  the  Europeans' 
own  conception  of  their  contemporary  role. 

Nor  would  the  economic  and  cultural  integration  of 
Western  Europe  necessarily  intensify  the  current  cleavage 
between  East  and  West.  Indeed,  it  might  do  the  very  oppo- 
site by  helping  to  convince  the  Soviet  Union  and  its  satel- 
lites that  the  Western  nations  were  shifting  from  military 
to  economic  concerns.  In  this  context  a  disengaged  and 
federated  Germany  would  be  transformed  from  the  con- 
stant source  of  contention  that  it  is  today  into  an  economic 
and  cultiural  bridge  between  East  and  West— as  Poland 
and  Czechoslovakia  would  be  serving  in  a  similar  capac- 
ity on  the  other  side  of  the  ideological  divide.  And  should 
this  sort  of  economic  and  cultural  interchange  prove  re- 
warding, the  Soviet  Union  might  be  willing  to  take  further 
steps  toward  relaxing  its  grip  on  its  satellite  states. 

The  basic  contention  in  the  above  proposals  is  that  it  is 
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to  the  interest  of  the  United  States  to  decrease  cold-war 
tension  by  drastically  reducing  the  military  emphasis  of 
its  European  policy,  by  curtailing  the  nuclear  aspirations 
of  its  allies,  and  by  encouraging  the  constitution  of  a  dis- 
engaged zone  or  zones.  If  we  should  take  the  initiative  in 
such  proposals,  then  there  would  be  a  good  chance  that 
the  Soviet  Union  would  respond  in  similar  fashion  by  rec- 
ognizing that  disengagement  and  a  nuclear  truce  are  in  its 
interest  also. 


312 


ELEVEN 


Policies  for  Strengthening  the  United  Nations 


BY    QUINCY    WRIGHT 

Professor  Emeritus  of  International  Law,  University  of 
Chicago  and  University  of  Virginia 


A  program  for  strengthening  the  United  Nations,  which 
will  commend  itself  to  American  Hberals,  requires  con- 
sideration of  (I)  the  meaning  of  hberahsm,  (II)  the  kind 
of  world  that  hberals  should  work  for,  (III)  the  role  of 
the  United  Nations  in  developing  and  maintaining  such 
a  world,  and  (IV)  the  contribution  which  United  States 
pohcy  can  make  toward  strengthening  the  United  Nations 
so  that  it  can  play  that  role  effectively. 

Experience  since  the  Second  World  War  should  have 
made  it  clear  that  a  hberal  foreign  policy  must  assume 
that  hberahsm  and  democracy  can  only  flourish  or  indeed 
survive  in  a  suitable  environment,  that  such  an  environment 
under  present  conditions  can  be  no  less  extensive  than  the 
entire  world,  and  that,  therefore,  hberal  foreign  poHcy 
must  look  at  the  world  as  a  whole.  Any  form  of  isolation- 
ism or  regionalism  is  obsolete.  The  nation  that  would  save 
itself  must  subordinate  its  immediate  interests  to  the  main- 
tenance of  a  peaceful,  stable,  and  just  world.  That  is  the 
assumption  that  the  United  States  and  other  nations  made 
in  establishing  the  United  Nations. 

Failure  to  understand  these  assumptions  and  their  im- 
plications has  led  to  a  combination  of  boredom,  apathy, 
and  fear  among  Americans,  especially  among  liberals,  re- 
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suiting  in  a  government  policy  of  drift,  platitude,  opportun- 
ism, and  wide  disagreement,  even  among  liberals  who  take 
an  active  interest  in  foreign  policy.  Such  differences  are 
especially  notable  on  such  issues  as  military  appropria- 
tions, outer-space  programs,  summit  conferences,  develop- 
ment of  NATO,  attitude  toward  self-determination  of 
peoples,  economic  aid  to  underdeveloped  countries,  prose- 
cution of  the  cold  war,  the  United  Nations  and  collective 
security,  world  rule  of  law  and  the  Connolly  Reservation 
to  the  World  Court  statute.  There  are  also  differences  in 
regard  to  the  atoms-for-peace  program,  the  recognition  of 
de  facto  governments,  and  the  policies  to  be  pursued  in 
relation  to  particular  governments  and  particular  groups, 
such  as  the  Communist  states,  the  NATO  states,  the  non- 
allied  states,  and  the  Latin  American  states. 

This  almost  total  confusion  among  liberals  indicates  that 
liberals  do  not  know  their  values,  the  kind  of  world  suitable 
for  the  realization  of  those  values,  the  contribution  which 
the  United  Nations  might  make  toward  establishing  such 
a  world,  and  what  specific  policies  or  programs  the  United 
States  government  should  pursue  to  these  ends,  both  within 
and  outside  the  United  Nations.  A  new  policy  was  initi- 
ated by  President  Eisenhower  in  the  spring  of  1959  and 
continued  in  the  Camp  David  meetings  with  Premier 
Khrushchev  in  the  following  autumn.  Its  apparent  object 
was  to  reduce  international  tensions,  to  end  the  arms  race 
vnth.  the  Soviet  Union,  and  to  establish  relations  of  peace- 
ful coexistence  or  even  active  co-operation  with  the  Com- 
munist countries.  This  policy  seems  to  have  been  widely 
approved  by  the  people  of  the  United  States,  but  it  was 
wrecked  by  the  unfortunate  U-2  incident,  and  the  re- 
sulting collapse  of  the  proposed  summit  conference,  in  the 
spring  of  i960.  Khrushchev's  performance  at  the  United 
Nations  General  Assembly  meeting  in  the  autumn  and  the 
debate  during  the  presidential  campaign  did  little  to  clarify 
thinking  in  the  field  of  foreign  policy.  It  seems  clear,  how- 
ever, that  the  American  people  want  a  peace  policy  if  they 
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believe  they  can  get  it  with  national  security.  Militant 
voices  from  the  armed  services  and  among  some  political 
leaders  confused  many,  Americans  and  convinced  others 
that  their  government  was  insufficiently  aware  of  changing 
conditions  and  wanted  to  continue  the  cold  war  at  the 
risk  of  hot  war.  The  new  administration  which  took  office 
in  January  1961  is  committed  to  establishing  "new  fron- 
tiers" in  both  domestic  and  foreign  aflFairs.  American 
liberals  should  straighten  out  their  thinking  so  that  their 
influence  will  build  toward  a  foreign  policy  that  wHl  sup- 
port their  values.  These  values  seem  to  imply  a  frontier 
embracing  the  whole  of  the  shrinking  world. 


I.       AMERICAN    LIBERALISM 

American  hberalism  seeks  to  combine  the  historical 
liberal  attitude,  which  attributes  primary  value  to  individ- 
ual freedom,  with  the  progressive  attitude,  which  is  aware 
of  imperfections  in  any  status  quo  and  is  always  ready  to 
initiate  reforms.  In  its  ffirst  aspect,  liberaHsm  is  opposed  to 
govemmentalization— as  Jefferson  said,  "The  less  govern- 
ment the  better"— in  its  second  aspect,  liberalism  is  opposed 
to  conservatism  and  committed  to  progress  in  the  spirit  of 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt's  "new  deal."  The  American  liberal 
wants  to  protect  the  individual  from  government  imposi- 
tions, thus  looking  critically  at  proposals  for  government 
intervention  in  business,  religion,  opinion,  and  association; 
but  he  also  wants  to  improve  the  situation  of  the  under- 
privileged, to  increase  the  opportunities  for  self-realization 
by  all,  and  to  advance  social  justice  and  the  achievement 
of  social  values,  thus  looking  critically  at  opponents  of  all 
social  and  economic  legislation,  national  or  international. 
The  liberal  is  ready  to  consider  government  action  de- 
signed to  regulate  business  in  the  public  interest  and  to 
open  resources  to  promote  public  walfare;  to  provide 
security  for  the  sick,  aged,  and  unemployed;  and  to  pro- 
mote equality  of  opportunity  for  all  by  programs  of  edu- 
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cation,  economic  development,  and  employment.  The 
liberal  appreciates  that  this  "agenda  of  liberalism,"  if 
pushed  too  far,  may  result  in  excessive  govemmentaliza- 
tion,  which  will  defeat  the  first  aspect  of  liberalism.  On 
the  other  hand,  excessive  regard  for  freedom  of  enter- 
prise, freedom  of  contract,  freedom  from  taxation,  even 
freedom  of  speech  and  association  may  result  in  the  delay 
of  necessary  reforms,  and  in  the  failure  of  society  to  adapt 
itself  to  new  conditions,  to  utilize  the  opportunities  pre- 
sented by  technological  progress,  and  to  prevent  the  sub- 
version of  liberal  values  by  the  propaganda  or  infiltration  of 
minority  agencies.  Liberalism  must,  therefore,  continually 
seek  a  balance  between  the  protection  of  individual  free- 
dom from  the  government  and  the  need  of  reform  requir- 
ing action  and  appropriation  by  the  government. 

n.       THE    KIND    OF    WORLD    SUITABLE    FOR    LIBERALISM 

In  the  field  of  foreign  policy  the  liberal  is  beset  by  par- 
ticular difficulties  because  he  beheves,  on  the  one  hand,  in 
the  independence  of  nations  and  the  self-determination  of 
peoples,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  in  respect  for  human 
rights  based  upon  the  values  of  individual  freedom,  democ- 
racy, constitutionalism,  and  social  progress.  He  is,  there- 
fore, at  the  same  time,  an  advocate  of  peaceful  coexistence 
and  mutual  toleration  among  the  nations  and  peoples  of 
the  world,  with  their  vast  differences  in  value  systems,  reli- 
gions, ideologies,  and  forms  of  government,  economy,  and 
society;  and  a  militant  crusader  for  the  American  interpre- 
tation of  freedom,  democracy,  constitutionalism,  and 
progress.  Emphasis  upon  the  first  would  seem  to  tolerate 
tyranny,  regimentation,  and  oppression,  contrary  to 
democratic  values,  but  persisting  in  many  nations,  while 
the  second  would  seem  to  require  non-recognitions,  prop- 
agandas, and  interventions  maintaining  high  international 
tensions  and  cold  war,  threatening  hot  war  likely  to  destroy 
mankind.  The  dilemma  is  not  unlike  that  faced  by  Lincoln. 
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Should  he  stand  fiiinly  for  freedom  from  slavery,  at  the 
risk  of  civil  war,  or  should  he  put  preservation  of  the  Union 
first,  confident  that  within  federal  constitutionalism  human 
rights  would  eventually  be  respected? 

Throughout  history,  mankind  has  been  faced  by  con- 
flicting policies  for  establishing  peace,  order,  and  justice  in 
the  world,  on  the  one  hand,  through  institutions  to  main- 
tain the  coexistence  of  differences,  and,  on  the  other, 
through  the  universal  acceptance  and  maintenance  of  a 
common  ideology  and  government.  The  Pax  Romana  of  the 
Antonine  Caesars  in  the  second  century  a.d.  and  the  Pax 
Ecclesiastica  of  the  Holy  Roman  Empire  and  the  Holy 
Catholic  Church  in  the  thirteenth  century  exhibited  mod- 
erate success  of  the  latter  method,  for  almost  a  century 
in  each  case.  The  failure  of  this  method,  however,  was  ex- 
hibited in  the  sixteenth  century  when  the  discoveries  in- 
itiated continuous  contact  among  peoples  of  vastly  dif- 
ferent civihzations,  the  advance  of  science  shattered  the 
foundations  of  supernatural  religions,  the  reformation  split 
Europe  into  hostile  ideologies,  and  the  concept  of  territorial 
sovereignty,  supported  by  ambitious  princes,  utiHzing  the 
newly  invented  gunpowder  and  printing  press,  destroyed 
the  political  authority  of  universal  institutions.  The  failure 
of  the  imperial  power  to  re-establish  the  unity  of  Europe 
in  the  Thirty  Years'  War,  the  intolerable  destructiveness  of 
that  war,  and  the  opportunity  it  gave  to  Islam  under  Turk- 
ish leadership  to  reassert  its  ideological  war  on  Christen- 
dom convinced  statesmen  that  peace,  order,  and  justice 
could  be  maintained  in  the  world,  or  even  in  Europe,  only 
on  the  basis  of  peaceful  coexistence  among  territorial  states, 
each  dealing  with  problems  of  religion,  ideology,  govern- 
ment, and  economy  as  a  domestic  matter.  Cuius  Regia  Eius 
Religio.  Whoever  is  the  prince,  that  is  the  religion.  This 
was  the  basis  of  the  Peace  of  Westphaha  (1648),  which 
ended  the  Thirty  Years'  War,  and  it  has  been  the  basis 
of  international  law  and  international  organization  since, 
with  a  considerable  measure  of  success  during  the  Pax 
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Britannica  from  1815  to  1914.  During  this  century  Europe 
enjoyed  a  high  degree  of  peace  stabilized  by  international 
law,  the  balance  of  power,  and  British  sea  power  support- 
ing a  liberal  economic  policy.  The  situation  was  different 
outside  of  Europe,  where  peoples  resisted  the  colonialism 
of  the  great  European  powers.  The  effort  to  achieve 
ideological  and  political  unification  by  the  French  Revolu- 
tion and  Napoleon,  by  the  Fascist  revolution  and  the  Axis, 
and  by  the  Communist  revolution  and  Stalin  failed  and 
again  indicated  that  coexistence  and  co-operation  among 
independent  nations  is  the  only  basis  for  peace,  order,  and 
justice  in  the  world  of  varied  nationalities  and  ideologies. 

By  recognizing  the  equal  sovereignty  of  states  and  non- 
intervention in  the  domestic  jurisdiction  of  each,  the  United 
Nations  Charter  accepts  the  peaceful  coexistence  of  sov- 
ereign states  as  the  basis  of  its  activity.  It  is  true  that  the 
United  Nations  Charter  accepts  the  principles  of  self- 
determination  of  peoples  and  respect  for  the  human  rights 
of  individuals,  qualifying  the  territorial  integrity  and  po- 
litical independence  of  states.  But  these  principles  are  to 
be  achieved  by  the  peaceful  processes  of  diplomacy, 
United  Nations  resolution,  and  the  development  of  inter- 
national law  through  general  treaties  and  custom.  The 
Charter  assumes  that  states  are  sovereign,  each  within  its 
territory,  and  free  to  make  law,  binding  individuals  and 
groups  within  that  territory.  The  "new  international  law," 
qualifying  this  basic  conception  of  traditional  international 
law,  in  the  interest  of  peace,  nationalism,  and  humanism, 
does  not  permit  intervention  by  a  government  or  by  the 
United  Nations  unless  a  state  has  abused  its  sovereign  right 
by  threat  or  use  of  force  in  international  relations  or  by 
violation  of  obligations  which  it  has  accepted  in  special  or 
general  treaties,  for  the  benefit  of  individuals  or  peoples  in 
its  territory. 

It  is  believed  that  liberals  must  in  the  present  state  of 
the  world  accept  this  reconciliation.  Liberals  and  democrats, 
no  less  than  Communists,  Christians,  Moslems,  Hindus,  and 
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Buddhists,  must  subordinate  their  hope  for  a  world  united 
under  their  particular  ideology  to  a  world  composed  of 
territorial  states  each  of  which  is  free  to  deal  with  its 
ideological  problems  as  a  domestic  question,  subject  only 
to  concrete  international  obligations  which  it  may  have 
undertaken.  Each  must  be  content  to  abandon  eflForts  to 
expand  its  ideology,  religion,  or  economic  system  by  mil- 
itary force  or  subversive  intervention.  Each  must  be  content 
to  let  the  subtle  forces  of  communication  and  imitation 
operate  in  the  market  place  of  opinion,  with  the  conviction 
that  eventually  the  system  best  adapted  to  each  people  and 
nation  will  be  volimtarily  accepted,  if  peace  and  order  can 
be  maintained. 

To  those  who  believe  in  liberalism,  this  program  should 
be  particularly  attractive  because  there  is  ample  evidence 
that  ideological  crusading  creates  conditions  of  high  inter- 
national tension,  insecurity,  war,  and  poverty,  under  which 
liberahsm  is  at  a  disadvantage.  Democracy  and  hberalism 
have  developed  only  within  states  which  have  enjoyed 
moderate  prosperity  and  education  and  which  have  been 
secure  from  external  attack  because  of  geographical  isola- 
tion, a  stable  balance  of  power,  or  a  rule  of  law.  When 
these  conditions  have  existed,  as  they  did  in  eighteenth- 
century  England,  in  the  United  States  through  most  of  its 
history,  in  nineteenth-century  Eiurope,  and  in  twentieth- 
century  Latin  America,  freedom  and  democracy  have 
grown.  People  like  to  be  free,  and  they  accept  regimenta- 
tion and  tyraimy  only  when  they  think  it  necessary  to  pro- 
tect them  from  foreign  attack  or  to  relieve  them  from 
starvation.  Freedom  from  fear  and  freedom  from  want  are 
the  prerequisites  to  freedom  of  religion  and  freedom  of 
opinion. 

By  attempting  to  use  American  power  and  influence 
directly  to  promote  freedom  and  democracy  in  other 
countries,  American  liberals  defeat  themselves.  Such  cru- 
sading efforts  tend  to  create  conditions  under  which  free- 
dom   and    democracy    perish.    International    peace    and 
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security,  the  reduction  of  international  tension,  the  peace- 
ful coexistence  of  all  nations  are  conditions  under  which 
liberalism  and  democracy  can  grow.  Liberalism  cannot  be 
imposed,  men  cannot  be  forced  to  be  free,  but  if  inter- 
national peace  and  security  are  established  and  if  economy 
and  education  progress,  they  will  grow  spontaneously  from 
the  spirit  of  man. 

m.   THE  ROLE  OF  THE  UNITED  NATIONS 

The  United  Nations  can  play  a  major  role  in  creating 
such  a  world,  but  only  if  the  conditions  for  its  functioning 
are  established  by  the  poHcies  of  the  great  states  supported 
by  the  understanding  and  opinions  of  their  peoples. 

The  United  Nations  did  not  function  adequately  in  its 
early  years  because  the  governments  at  San  Francisco 
hoped  (contrary  to  all  rational  expectations)  that  the  unity 
of  the  great  powers,  which  had  continued  until  the  Axis 
was  defeated,  would  persist  in  its  institutions.  The  Security 
Council,  designed  to  be  the  primary  agent  of  political 
action  to  maintain  peace  and  deal  with  political  disputes, 
could  not  function  in  the  absence  of  such  unity.  Fortu- 
nately this  error  can  be,  and  has  been  to  some  extent, 
remedied  by  utilizing  the  powers  of  the  General  Assembly 
in  accord  with  the  procedures  established  by  the  Uniting 
for  Peace  Resolution  of  November  1950. 

This  political  error  of  the  Charter  makers  was  accentu- 
ated by  incorporation  in  the  Charter  of  the  concept  that 
the  United  Nations  should  be  composed  only  of  "peace- 
loving  states,"  defined  at  first  as  those  states  that  had 
entered  the  war  against  the  Axis,  and  later  as  those  in 
ideological  agreement  with  the  majority  of  the  General 
Assembly.  Both  of  these  definitions  were  abandoned  when 
a  "package  deal"  was  made  in  December  1955  to  admit 
many  states  from  both  sides  of  the  Iron  Curtain.  In  prin- 
ciple the  United  Nations  has  committed  itself  to  the  propo- 
sition that  all  sovereign  states  should  be  members.  The 
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wisdom  of  this  position  has  been  increasingly  recognized. 
It  has  become  clear  that  the  United  Nations  should  not  be 
a  club,  membership  in  which  is  a  privilege,  but  a  reflector 
of  world  public  opinion  as  it  actually  is,  an  interpreter  of 
the  basic  obligations  of  all  states,  set  forth  in  the  Charter, 
and  a  procedure  for  maintaining  the  responsibility  and  en- 
forcing the  obligation  of  its  members.  It  has  been  recog- 
nized that  inspections  to  assure  observance  of  agreements 
concerning  nuclear  testing  and  disarmament  cannot  be 
carried  out  in  the  territory  of  non-members,  and  that  states, 
like  individuals,  become  socialized  and  law-abiding  only 
through  continuous  and  abundant  contacts  provided,  in 
the  international  field,  by  diplomacy,  international  confer- 
ences, participation  in  international  organization,  and 
the  exchange  of  persons.  With  this  understanding,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  worse  is  the  behavior  of  a  state  the  more 
important  that  it  be  a  member  of  the  United  Nations.  In 
spite  of  these  understandings  by  most  of  the  members  of 
the  United  Nations,  because  of  the  tangle  over  the  recog- 
nition of  mainland  China;  the  division  of  Germany,  Korea, 
and  Vietnam;  the  neutrality  of  Switzerland;  and  the  rel- 
ative isolation  of  Mongolia,  nine  de  facto  states,  constitut- 
ing nearly  a  tenth  of  the  area,  and  more  than  a  quarter  of 
the  population,  of  the  world,  are  still  outside  the  United 
Nations. 

These  errors  in  the  Charter  itself,  fortunately  capable  of 
correction  within  its  terms,  were  aggravated  by  the  policy 
of  the  Western  states,  whetted  by  Soviet  intransigence,  in 
building  the  NATO  alHance,  inevitably  countered  by  the 
policy  of  the  Communist  states  in  building  the  Warsaw 
alliance.  These  policies  resulted  in  a  polarization  of  the 
military  power  of  the  world  and  extreme  instability  of  the 
balance  of  power.  This  situation  of  "cold  war,"  a  natural 
but  not  inevitable  response  to  manifestations  of  Communist 
expansionism,  created  conditions  in  which  "collective  se- 
curity" under  the  United  Nations  could  not  work  when 
great  power  interests  were  directly  involved.   The  mili- 
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tary  power  of  the  world,  being  divided  into  relatively 
equal  halves,  the  United  Nations  could  not  "collect"  over- 
whelming power  against  a  great  power  violating  its  obliga- 
tion under  the  Charter  not  to  threaten  or  use  force  in  inter- 
national relations.  While  these  destructive  alliances  could 
theoretically  be  brought  under  the  conception  of  "collective 
self-defense,"  recognized  in  the  Charter,  they  were  con- 
trary to  the  spirit  of  the  United  Nations  and  fnistrated  its 
political  effectiveness. 

These  errors  of  great  power  policy  can  be  rectified  by 
policies  looking  toward  decentraHzation  of  power.  Such 
decentralization  is  diflBcult  to  achieve  so  long  as  the  arms 
race,  and  the  high  tensions  it  generates,  continue,  but  it 
is  probably  inevitable  if  these  tensions  are  reduced.  Sub- 
stantial differences  of  pohcy  clearly  exist  between  main- 
land China,  the  Soviet  Union,  and  the  Eastern  European 
satellites,  differences  which  would  tend  to  undermine  their 
unity  once  they  cease  to  fear  attack  from  the  combination, 
led  by  the  United  States,  which  they  call  "the  camp  of 
capitalistic  imperialism"  pursuing  a  policy  of  "encircle- 
ment." Differences  of  policy  have  also  been  manifested 
among  the  leading  powers  of  NATO,  the  United  States, 
the  United  Kingdom,  and  France,  especially  in  the  Viet- 
nam crisis  of  1954,  the  Suez  crisis  of  1956,  and  the  Al- 
gerian crisis  since  1955.  If  the  fear  of  attack  from  the 
Communist  bloc  were  reduced,  these  differences  would 
tend  to  moderate  the  unity  of  NATO,  with  the  result  that 
Communist  fears  would  be  further  reduced,  and  the  proc- 
ess of  disintegration  of  the  alliances  would  continue.  If  the 
world  were  divided  into  six  or  more  major  centers  of 
power,  and  if  a  series  of  neutralist  states  of  less,  but  con- 
siderable, power  in  Northern  and  Central  Europe,  the  Bal- 
kans, the  Middle  East,  South  Asia,  and  East  Asia  separated 
the  states  of  Communist  and  free-democracy  ideology,  the 
power  equilibrium  could  be  stabilized  and  collective  secu- 
rity could  work.  The  problem  of  limiting  membership  in 
the  atomic  club  is  important,  but  it  seems  unlikely  that 
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such  a  limitation  can  be  agreed  upon  until  France,  and  per- 
haps mainland  China,  as  well  as  the  United  States,  the  So- 
viet Union,  and  the  United  Kingdom  possess  these 
weapons.  With  such  a  distribution,  the  prospects  of  any 
one  destroying  the  launching  bases  of  all  the  others  would 
be  reduced  to  the  vanishing  point,  and  the  atomic  stale- 
mate would  be  strengthened,  assuming  that  the  atomic 
powers  behaved  rationally. 

Finally,  the  makers  of  the  Charter  were  insufficiently 
aware  that  an  organization  of  independent  states,  without 
a  central  governing  authority  that  can  make  effective  de- 
cisions, must  rest  on  clear  rules  of  law  which  the  mem- 
bers will  be  disposed  to  observe  because  each  considers 
general  observance  in  its  national  interest.  Built  on  the  il- 
lusion of  a  great  power  coalition,  collectively  controlling 
most  of  the  military  force  of  the  world  and  able  to  make 
and  enforce  decisions,  the  United  Nations  was  made  pri- 
marily a  political  body.  The  basic  concepts  on  which  it 
rested,  such  as  "aggression"  and  "domestic  jurisdiction," 
were  less  clearly  defined  than  they  had  been  in  the  League 
of  Nations  Covenant.  The  organs  of  the  United  Nations, 
conceiving  their  functions  as  primarily  political,  have  sel- 
dom asked  for  advisory  opinions  of  the  Court.  That  body 
has  also  been  less  utilized  in  litigated  cases  than  it  was  dur- 
ing the  League  of  Nations  period.  The  "optional  clause," 
which  is  the  prime  source  of  its  jurisdiction,  has  been 
accepted  by  a  smaller  proportion  of  states,  and  the  ac- 
ceptances have  been  to  a  larger  extent  rendered  illusory  by 
reservations,  than  was  the  case  during  the  League  of  Na- 
tions period.  The  United  Nations,  however,  cannot  function 
through  recommendations  of  the  General  Assembly  un- 
less its  members  understand  and  accept  its  basic  law 
and  so  are  prepared  voluntarily  to  implement  such 
recommendations. 

Rectification  of  these  errors,  creating  conditions  under 
which  the  United  Nations  can  function  and  gradually 
achieve  its  purposes,   is   possible  without  amendment  of 
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the  Charter,  but  such  rectification  involves  a  reversal  o£ 
pohcies,  particularly  those  of  the  United  States,  which 
have  been  followed  by  the  great  powers  for  a  dozen  years 
and  which  account  for  the  progressive  deterioration  of 
world  conditions. 

Will  American  security  permit  such  a  reversal?  It  is  be- 
lieved that  a  careful  analysis  of  the  situation  suggests  not 
only  that  American  security  permits  but  that  it  demands 
such  a  reversal. 

The  world  has  witnessed  an  arms  race  in  weapons  of 
increasing  destructiveness,  rising  international  tensions,  the 
bipolarization  of  power,  and  the  incapacity  of  the  United 
Nations  to  function  politically.  These  are  the  consequences 
to  be  expected  from  Soviet  expansiveness  in  the  Stalin 
period  which  induced  American  policies,  threatening  mas- 
sive retaliation  against  aggression,  using  non-recognition  as 
a  political  instrument,  treating  NATO  as  the  major  instru- 
ment of  defense,  opposing  clarification  of  the  concept  of 
aggression  by  the  General  Assembly,  refusing  to  accept 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  International  Court  of  Justice  in  legal 
cases,  and  encircling  the  Communist  states  with  military 
bases  and  alhances  in  order  to  contain  them  or  to  "roll 
back"  the  iron  curtain. 

It  is  true  that  some  military  experts  and  some  congress- 
men and  commentators  worry  about  the  missile  gap,  which 
they  think  will  presently  give  the  Soviet  Union  capacity  to 
wipe  out  the  free  world's  retaliatory  power,  thus  terminat- 
ing the  atomic  stalemate,  but  these  fears  or  hopes  seem  not 
to  be  shared  by  statesmen  at  either  side  of  the  Iron  Curtain. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  Premier  Khrushchev  would  risk 
the  vast  economic  construction  and  rising  standard  of  liv- 
ing in  his  country  by  an  aggression  that  would  probably 
lead  to  atomic  war.  There  is  ample  evidence  that  the 
Soviet  people  experienced  all  the  war  they  want  to  ex- 
perience from  1941  to  1945,  an  experience  which  it  is  es- 
timated cost  them  twenty-five  million  lives  and  hundreds  of 
billions  in  property  destruction.  While  the  direct  influence 
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of  the  people  on  Soviet  policy  may  not  be  great,  their  in- 
direct influence  would  weigh  powerfully  against  such  a 
policy.  Furthermore,  it  seems  unlikely  that  the  Soviet 
government  would  wish  to  sacrifice  the  considerable  degree 
of  good  will  which  it  has  established  in  the  non-allied 
states  by  its  proclaimed  policy  of  "peaceful  coexistence." 

Similarly,  while  occasional  American  voices  talk  of  "pre- 
ventive war,"  there  is  no  reason  for  thinking  that  an  Amer- 
ican government  would  be  so  irresponsible  as  to  start  such 
a  war  now  that  the  Soviets  have  ample  retaliatory  power, 
particularly  as  no  such  war  was  considered  while  the 
United  States  had  a  monopoly  of  atomic  weapons. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  situation  in  the  early 
stages  of  the  "cold  war,"  it  appears  that  today  tensions  be- 
tween the  great  political  blocs  exist,  less  because  of  ex- 
pansionist or  crusading  policies  than  because  of  mutual 
fears  which  are  not  justified  by  anything  known  of  the  in- 
tentions of  the  governments  at  opposite  sides  of  the  Iron 
Curtain.  While  intentions  and  capabilities  are  diflFerent 
things  and  should  not  be  confused,  it  seems  obvious  that 
estimates  of  intentions  are  the  more  important.  If  one 
wants  to  survive,  it  is  more  important  to  know  the  pur- 
poses and  intentions  of  the  man  behind  the  gun  than  to 
know  its  caliber.  The  United  States  does  not  worry  about 
increasing  capabihties  of  the  United  Kingdom  or  France 
because  their  intentions  are  believed  to  be  friendly.  An 
equal  conviction  that  the  Soviets  have  no  intention  to 
embark  upon  nuclear  war  would  reduce  interest  in  the 
relative  capability  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United 
States  in  missiles  and  other  weapons. 

But  if  there  is  little  danger  of  deliberate  atomic  war 
from  any  present  member  of  the  nuclear  club,  there  might 
be  danger  if  nuclear  weapons  got  into  the  hands  of  less 
responsible  governments  or  if  tensions  rose  to  such  a  point 
that  present  nuclear  powers  became  irresponsible  and  em- 
barked upon  irrational  war.  There  is  also  danger  that 
preparation  for  massive  retaliation,  huge  civilian  defense 
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expenditures,  and  external  air  or  missile  bases  may  con- 
vince one  side  that  the  other  is  about  to  attack,  inducing 
it  to  embark  upon  pre-emptive  war.  Fm-thermore,  alert- 
ness for  instant  massive  retaliation  by  airplanes  on  the  wing 
in  the  Arctic,  by  submarines  at  sea  with  nuclear  weapons, 
and  by  missiles  able  to  go  a  quarter  of  the  way  around  the 
world  on  the  push  of  a  button  steadily  augment  the  danger 
of  accidental  war.  Finally  there  is  the  danger  that  nibbling 
aggression,  border  wars,  perhaps  initiated  with  conven- 
tional weapons  by  a  small  power  as  by  Israel  at  Suez 
or  by  North  Korea,  perhaps  initiated  by  a  great  power 
against  a  weak  border  state,  could  develop  into  a  nuclear 
war  if  the  losing  party  in  such  hostihties  became  con- 
vinced that  there  is  "no  substitute  for  victory." 

The  danger  which  the  United  States  faces  is  not  that 
of  deliberate  nuclear  war  but  that  of  irrational,  pre- 
emptive, or  accidental  war  or  that  of  nibbling  aggression. 
The  remedies  for  these  dangers  are  reduction  of  tension, 
decentralization  of  power,  and  strengthening  the  United 
Nations  to  deal  more  effectively  with  nibbling  aggression. 
That  the  United  Nations  can  be  effective  in  stopping  minor 
hostilities  has  been  illustrated  in  Greece,  Palestine,  Kash- 
mir, Indonesia,  Suez,  and  Lebanon.  The  success  of  its 
action  in  Laos  and  the  Congo  was  uncertain  in  the  winter 
of  1961.  It  failed  in  Hungary  and  succeeded  only  after 
heavy  losses  in  Korea.  A  special  conference  stopped  the 
fighting  in  Vietnam  in  1954.  The  uncertainty  of  the  United 
States  whether  it  should  leash  or  unleash  Chiang  Kai-shek, 
and  the  exclusion  of  Communist  China  from  the  United 
Nations,  has  prevented  United  Nations  action  to  stop 
intermittent  fighting  between  the  two  Chinese  factions 
in  the  coastal  islands  of  Matsu  and  Quemoy.  The  capacity 
of  the  United  Nations  to  deal  with  nibbling  aggression  can 
be  increased  by  admittance  of  all  the  de  facto  states  to 
its  membership;  by  agreeing  that  aggression  means  the 
illegal  use  of  armed  force  in  international  relations,  thus 
differentiating  it  from  civil  strife  and  from  subversive  ut- 
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terances  and  infiltrations;  by  strengthening  the  procedures 
of  the  General  Assembly  under  the  Uniting  for  Peace 
Resolution;  by  the  widespread  earmarking  of  national  mili- 
tary forces,  especially  of  smaller  states,  for  United  Nations 
service;  by  establishment  of  a  small  permanent  United 
Nations  force;  and  by  development  of  a  United  Nations 
program  against  "war  mongering"  and  "subversive  inter- 
ventions" not  involving  the  use  of  armed  force.  These  prob- 
lems are  considered  in  the  next  section. 


IV.       A    UNITED    STATES     POLICY    FOR    STRENGTHENING    TEDE 
UNITED    NATIONS 

What  can  the  United  States  do  to  strengthen  the  United 
Nations?  This  question  may  be  considered  under  the 
heads:  (a)  general  foreign  policy;  (b)  the  structure  and 
procedure  of  the  United  Nations;  (c)  poHtical  action  by 
the  United  Nations;  (d)  the  rule  of  law;  (e)  economic 
and  social  welfare. 

(a)  General  foreign  policies  to  establish  conditions  under 
which  the  United  Nations  can  function  effectively  have 
been  discussed  in  the  preceding  section.  The  prime  objects 
of  such  policie,''  should  be  to  reduce  international  tensions, 
to  decentralize  power  in  the  world,  to  end  the  arms  race, 
and  to  seek  the  settlement  of  outstanding  political  differ- 
ences by  negotiation.  The  high-level  visits  begun  in  1959, 
the  summit  conference  proposed  in  i960,  the  voluntary 
maintenance  of  the  nuclear-testing  ban,  and  the  public 
commitment  by  the  principal  powers  to  policies  of  peace- 
ful coexistence  might  have  contributed  to  a  reduction  of 
tensions  had  it  not  been  for  the  U-2  incident  and  the  events 
which  followed.  In  proportion  as  tensions  are  reduced,  a 
decentralization  of  the  great  power  blocs  should  become 
possible  and  even  probable,  convincing  both  sides  that 
defensive  alliances,  because  of  internal  checks,  as  well  as 
considerations  of  national  interest  and  United  Nations 
principles,  cannot  be  used  for  aggression.  Such  progress 
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should  improve  the  prospects  of  disarmament  discussions 
aimed  especially  at  establishing  inspection  against  sudden 
attacks  and  nuclear  testing.  Progress  in  disarmament 
should  permit  continuous  negotiation  looking  toward  the 
recognition  of  each  half  of  the  states,  reunion  of  which 
now  seems  improbable  in  any  immediate  future.  De  facto 
existence  of  a  government  or  a  state  for  as  long  as  ten  years 
would  seem  adequate  evidence  to  justify  recognition.  The 
idea  that  recognition  implies  moral  approval  should  be 
abandoned.  Recognition  by  the  United  States,  and  ad- 
mission to  the  United  Nations  of  Communist  China,  both 
Germanys,  both  Koreas,  and  both  Vietnams  would  seem 
necessary  for  effective  armament  inspection  and  for  stabili- 
zation of  international  relations  in  Central  Europe  and  the 
Far  East.  Self-determination  for  Taiwan  and  Berlin  and 
incorporation  in  mainland  China  of  the  offshore  islands  of 
Matsu  and  Quemoy  should  be  provided  for,  and  the  way 
should  be  left  open  for  eventual  union  of  the  now  divided 
states  by  negotiation  between  their  governments. 

(b)  Substantial  amendment  of  the  United  Nations  Char- 
ter will,  for  a  long  time,  be  impossible,  because  of  the  great 
power  of  veto,  but  the  structure  of  the  United  Nations 
can  be  improved  without  such  amendment.  The  United 
Nations  should  be  made  universal  by  admitting  all  de  facto 
states,  including  the  now  divided  states,  and  Mongolia 
and  Switzerland,  the  latter,  following  the  precedent  of 
Austria,  with  understanding  that  its  admittance  will  not 
affect  its  peraianent  neutrality.  China  should  be  repre- 
sented by  the  Peking  government  which  alone  can  meet 
the  United  Nations  responsibilities  of  that  vast  state,  and 
the  people  of  Taiwan  should  be  given  the  opportunity  to 
vote  under  United  Nations  supervision,  whether  they  wish 
to  join  China  or  to  become  an  independent  state. 

It  would  also  be  desirable  to  enlarge  the  Security 
Council,  so  as  to  give  permanent  membership  to  India, 
next  to  China  the  most  populous  state  in  the  world.  With 
such  a  change  in  membership  the  Security  Council  could 
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serve  as  a  permanent  conference  of  great  powers  at  which 
foreign  ministers  and  chiefs  of  state  might  occasionally 
attend,  thus  converting  it  into  a  summit  conference.  This 
would  require  Charter  amendment  but  perhaps  with  the 
admission  of  mainland  China  the  Soviet  Union  would 
consent  to  the  admission  of  India. 

The  General  Assembly  should  be  strengthened  as  an 
agency  for  collective  security  by  implementing  the  Uniting 
for  Peace  Resolution,  already  utilized  effectively  in  later 
stages  of  the  Korean  hostilities  and  in  the  Suez  and  Hun- 
garian hostilities.  The  Peace  Observation  Commission,  the 
earmarking  of  collective-security  forces  by  states,  and  the 
operation  of  a  Collective  Security  Committee,  provided  for 
in  that  resolution,  should  be  implemented.  A  small  per- 
manent United  Nations  force  of  the  kind  utilized  in  Suez 
might  well  be  established  for  border  patrols,  tranquilization 
of  disturbed  areas,  and  supervision  of  plebiscites. 

The  Charter  permits  collective-defense  alliances  and 
regional  arrangements  which  do  not  violate  its  principles, 
but  it  provides  that  such  organizations  shall  report  to  the 
Security  Council  on  their  activities.  These  provisions  of 
the  Charter  have  been  ignored  and,  as  already  noted,  the 
activities  of  the  great  alliances  have  developed  conditions 
of  political,  ideological,  and  military  rivalry  wholly  incon- 
sistent with  the  purposes  set  forth  in  the  Charter.  The 
United  States  might  well  take  the  initiative  in  implement- 
ing these  Charter  provisions.  Report  and  debate  in  the 
United  Nations  organs  of  the  activities  of  these  organiza- 
tions would  manifest  their  subordination  to  the  United 
Nations  in  principle  and  could  exert  a  continuing  influence 
to  subordinate  them  in  practice,  thus  greatly  strengthen- 
ing the  United  Nations  and  moderating  a  major  cause  of 
international  conflict. 

(c)  These  changes  in  the  structure  and  procedure  of  the 
Security  Council  and  the  General  Assembly  should  in- 
crease the  capacity  of  the  United  Nations  to  achieve  its 
political  functions.  If  the  atomic  stalemate  continues,  and 

329 


THE     LIBERAL     PAPERS 

the  organizations,  commitments,  and  procedures  recom- 
mended by  the  Uniting  for  Peace  Resolution  are  im- 
plemented, the  United  Nations  should  be  able  to  deal  even 
more  effectively  than  it  has  in  the  past  with  "nibbling 
aggression."  Experience  suggests  that  a  United  Nations 
cease-fire,  whether  issued  by  the  Security  Council  or  the 
General  Assembly,  will  usually  be  observed  and  will  stop 
fighting  without  the  need  to  declare  either  party  the 
aggressor.  If  one  state  declines  to  accept  the  cease-fire,  it 
declares  itself  the  aggressor  and  invites  collective-security 
measures  to  frustrate  its  action. 

The  more  difficult  problem  remains  of  settling  the  dis- 
pute which  precipitated  the  fighting,  and  which  continues 
to  threaten  the  peace.  Supposedly  temporary  armistice 
lines  have  existed  in  Palestine,  Kashmir,  Vietnam,  Korea, 
and  Germany  for  many  years  in  spite  of  continuous  efforts 
of  the  United  Nations  to  persuade  the  parties  to  agree  on 
a  settlement  or  on  a  procedure  which  might  lead  to  settle- 
ment. The  authority  of  the  United  Nations  is  limited  in 
this  field  to  mediation  and  recommendation,  and  it  seems 
unlikely  that  states  will  accept  the  competence  of  an  inter- 
national body  to  impose  a  settlement  of  political  claims. 
They  have  even  manifested  reluctance  to  accept  the  juris- 
diction of  the  International  Court  of  Justice  to  deal  with 
legal  claims. 

It  would,  therefore,  appear  that  political  controversies 
must  be  settled  by  agreement  of  the  parties.  But  United 
Nations  procedures  of  mediation,  conciliation,  fact-finding, 
and  the  use  of  advisory  opinions  to  elucidate  legal  aspects 
can  doubtless  be  improved  to  facilitate  such  agreement. 
The  Charter  itself  provides  that  the  parties  should  seek  a 
solution  by  such  methods  before  appealing  to  the  United 
Nations,  and  the  first  step  in  United  Nations  action  is 
usually  to  call  upon  the  parties  to  utilize  such  methods  of 
their  own  choice. 

The  Secretary-General  himself,  and  mediators  acting 
under  his  authority,  have  often  contributed  to  settlements. 
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Secretary-General  Dag  Hammarskjold  sought  to  avoid 
taking  positions  which  would  antagonize  one  of  the  great 
powers  in  order  to  maintain  his  capacity  to  serve  as  an  im- 
partial mediator,  but  in  the  Congo  situation  of  i960,  in 
spite  of  such  efforts,  the  Soviet  Union,  feeling  balked  in 
its  hope  to  take  over  the  Congo,  launched  a  campaign 
against  him.  The  problem  of  sending  United  Nations  forces 
into  disturbed  areas  to  maintain  order  without  interfering 
in  the  strife  of  local  factions  presents  serious  difficulties, 
and  the  original  Security  Council  directives  left  room  for 
divergent  interpretations.  The  Soviet  attack  was,  however, 
wholly  unjustified  and  the  Security  Council  resolution  of 
February  22,  1961,  on  which  the  Soviet  representative  ab- 
stained, clarified  the  position. 

It  should  be  understood  that  the  Secretary-General's 
functions  under  the  Charter  entitle  him  to  draw  the  at- 
tention of  the  Security  Council  to  conditions  threatening 
the  peace,  to  send  temporary  or  permanent  missions  to  the 
seat  of  government  of  any  member  whenever  he  deems  it 
desirable  for  the  purposes  of  discussion  or  mediation,  and 
to  utilize  forces  made  available  to  him  to  implement 
resolutions  of  the  Security  Council  and  the  General  As- 
sembly compatible  with  the  Charter  authority  of  these 
bodies.  The  United  States  should  strengthen  the  hand  of 
the  Secretary-General  to  perform  all  of  these  functions. 

Impartial  fact-finding  will  often  assist  negotiations  and 
the  Security  Council  is  authorized  by  the  Charter  to  send 
commissions  of  investigation  into  the  territory  of  member 
states.  The  authority  of  the  General  Assembly  to  do  so, 
unless  requested  by  the  state  in  whose  territory  it  wiU 
function,  is  controversial  but  can  be  supported  by  certain 
articles  of  the  Charter.  The  reluctance  of  states  to  permit 
such  fact-finding  in  their  territory  is  illustrated  by  the  long 
discussion  over  disarmament  inspections.  General  recog- 
nition of  the  capacity  of  the  General  Assembly,  perhaps 
through  the  proposed  Peace  Observation  Commission,  to 
send  fact-finding  commissions  into  the  territory  of  a  mem- 
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ber  state  to  report  on  emergency  situations  or  allegations 
of  treaty  violation  is  desirable  and  should  be  supported  by 
the  United  States, 

If  direct  negotiation,  mediation,  and  fact-finding  fail, 
recommendations  by  the  Security  Council  or  the  General 
Assembly,  proposing  procedures  or  solutions  supported  by 
world  opinion,  may  be  useful.  In  this  regard  the  practice, 
regularly  employed  by  the  League  of  Nations,  of  appoint- 
ing disinterested  members  to  draft  resolutions  in  consul- 
tation with  both  parties  might  be  adopted.  United  Nations 
agencies  can  pass  resolutions  by  majorities,  diflFering  in  this 
respect  from  the  League  of  Nations,  which  required  una- 
nimity of  the  members  of  the  Council,  except  for  the 
litigating  states;  consequently,  their  resolutions  have  often 
been  drafted  by  interested  states  with  the  object  of  prop- 
aganda or  political  prestige.  Such  resolutions  often  tend  to 
accentuate  the  cold  war  and  other  ideological  differences 
and  contribute  little  or  nothing  to  peace  or  the  settlement 
of  the  dispute.  Reduction  of  international  tensions  and  a 
general  inclination  of  states  to  put  peace  ahead  of  partic- 
ular views  of  what  justice  requires  would  increase  the 
capacity  of  the  United  Nations,  not  only  to  prevent  or  stop 
hostilities  but  also  to  facilitate  settlement  of  political  dis- 
putes. The  United  Nations  Charter  puts  peace  ahead  of 
justice.  It  must  be  recognized  that  while  justice  is  the 
ultimate  aim,  it  cannot  be  achieved  if  resort  to  military 
force  is  available  to  the  parties.  Under  such  conditions, 
the  weak  can  never  get  justice  against  the  strong.  An 
American  policy  which  regarded  the  realization  of  the 
purposes  of  the  United  Nations  as  the  primary  national 
interest,  and  which  was  reflected  not  only  in  the  utter- 
ances but  also  in  the  actions  of  statesmen  and  diplomats, 
both  within  and  without  the  United  Nations,  could  do 
much  to  strengthen  the  political  capability  of  the  United 
Nations. 

(d)  To  maintain  the  rule  of  law  in  domestic  affairs  has 
been  a  major  objective  of  the  American  Constitution  and 
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liberals  have  always  expressed  their  objective  as  "liberty 
under  law."  Statesmen  have  long  recognized  that  while 
autocracies  can  govern  through  force,  democracies  can 
govern  only  through  law.  A  wide  consensus  in  policy- 
making, which  is  the  essence  of  democracy,  requires  time 
to  achieve,  and  this  time  will  usually  be  lacking  unless 
dehberate  and  peaceful  procedures  are  maintained  by  law. 
Within  the  state,  freedom  from  oppression  is  a  function  of 
judicial  procedure,  assuring  equal  protection  of  the  laws 
and  due  process  of  law  in  controversies  between  individuals 
and  groups. 

In  international  relations,  democracies  have  survived  in 
the  past  when  protected  by  geographical  barriers  or  a 
stable  balance  of  power.  But  in  the  shrinking  world,  mak- 
ing all  nations  immediately  vulnerable  to  weapons  of  in- 
tolerable destructiveness  launched  from  anywhere  in  the 
world,  these  protections  are  no  longer  available.  Under 
present  technological  conditions,  in  a  jungle  world,  all 
states  tend  to  become  "garrison  states,"  in  which  regimen- 
tation, necessary  for  defense,  supersedes  democratic  de- 
Hberation  and  personal  freedom.  Democracy  becomes 
dependent  upon  mamtenance  of  the  rule  of  law  in  inter- 
national relations. 

The  United  States  has  theoretically  recognized  this  situa- 
tion and  has,  in  principle,  supported  the  development  of 
international  law  and  the  arbitration  of  international  dis- 
putes since  the  Declaration  of  Independence.  But  proposals 
to  accept  the  compulsory  jurisdiction  of  international  tri- 
bunals to  settle  legal  claims,  uniformly  supported  by  Presi- 
dents since  1896,  have  always  been  rejected  by  the  Senate. 

When  the  United  States  joined  the  United  Nations,  it 
automatically  became  a  party  to  the  statute  of  the  Inter- 
national Court  of  Justice.  But  the  statute  gives  the  court 
no  jurisdiction  in  litigated  cases.  Its  jurisdiction  depends  on 
the  consent  of  the  litigants,  which  may  be  manifested  by 
agreement  ui  the  particular  dispute,  by  a  treaty  conferring 
jurisdiction  in  classes  of  futm-e  disputes,  or  by  declarations 
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under  the  optional  clause  of  the  statute  establishing  juris- 
diction in  all  legal  disputes  between  states  bound  by  such 
declarations.  Over  thirty  states,  including  the  United 
States,  have  made  declarations  under  the  optional  clause, 
but  most  of  the  important  states  have  attached  reserva- 
tions, and  those  attached  by  the  United  States  permit  the 
United  States  to  veto  the  jurisdiction  in  disputes  vi^hich  it 
considers  domestic  or  which  concern  the  interpretation  of 
a  multilateral  treaty  to  which  it  is  a  party.  The  United 
States,  therefore,  in  effect  says,  we  accept  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  in  legal  disputes,  except  those  in  which,  at 
the  moment,  we  do  not  want  to  accept  it.  Since  the  statute 
of  the  court  expressly  confers  on  the  court  the  authority  to 
decide  on  pleas  to  the  jurisdiction,  this  reservation  of  self- 
judgment  was  contrary  to  the  statute  and  thus  seems  to 
nullify  the  United  States  declaration  altogether.  In  any 
case  it  is  subject  to  reciprocal  apphcation  and,  therefore, 
while  it  gives  the  United  States  a  veto  on  being  sued,  it 
gives  the  other  state  a  veto  on  any  suit  initiated  by  the 
United  States.  Repeal  of  this  Connally  reservation  and 
manifestation  by  the  United  States  of  confidence  in  the 
court  would  do  a  great  deal  to  promote  the  rule  of  law  in 
international  relations.  Many  states  which  followed  the 
United  States  in  making  such  reservations  would  doubtless 
follow  it  in  repealing  them.  Other  states  which  have  not 
made  declarations  at  all  would  be  more  inclined  to  do  so. 
The  process  of  building  up  the  compulsory  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  would,  therefore,  be  advanced. 

The  rule  of  law,  however,  depends  not  only  on  com- 
pulsory third-party  adjudication  of  legal  disputes  but  also 
on  the  development  of  international  law  so  that  all  states 
are  convinced  that  its  application  will  promote  justice  in 
the  changing  world.  While  the  principle  that  no  state  is 
bound  by  a  new  rule  of  international  law  without  its  con- 
sent will  doubtless  for  a  long  time  preclude  international 
legislation  by  majority  vote,  international  law  can  be  de- 
veloped by  the  express  consent  of  states  manifested  in 
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treaties,  by  their  tacit  consent  manifested  through  the 
grovW:h  of  custom,  and  by  their  presumed  consent  mani- 
fested through  ascertainment  of  the  general  principles  of 
law  accepted  by  all  civilized  nations.  To  this  end  the  work 
of  the  International  Law  Commission  of  the  United  Na- 
tions should  be  strengthened  by  larger  appropriations  per- 
mitting the  members  to  give  full  time  to  the  work  and  by 
a  more  active  participation  by  the  United  States  in  con- 
ferences for  drafting  general  conventions  codifying  interna- 
tional law  and  bringing  it  up  to  date.  The  Geneva  Con- 
ference of  1958  on  the  law  of  the  sea  did  much  in  this 
field. 

The  United  States  declared  in  1953  that  it  would  not 
participate  in  the  e£Forts  of  the  United  Nations  to  draft 
Covenants  of  Human  Rights  because  of  the  fear  that  such 
covenants  might  encroach  upon  the  normal  domain  of  the 
states  in  the  United  States.  This  position  has  frustrated  the 
United  Nations'  effort  to  implement  the  human-rights  pro- 
visions of  the  Charter.  Liberals  should  take  a  special  in- 
terest in  extending  conventional  international  law  into  this 
field.  The  negative  attitude  of  the  government  toward 
multilateral  treaties  should  be  reversed,  and  the  United 
States  should  assume  leadership  in  the  development  of  in- 
ternational law,  not  only  in  the  field  of  human  rights  but 
in  odier  fields  in  which  the  rapidly  changing  world  has 
made  the  traditional  rules  obsolete. 

(e)  A  major  part  of  the  activity  of  the  United  Nations 
has  been  devoted  to  facilitating  international  co-operation 
for  economic  and  social  advancement,  but  this  work,  no 
less  than  the  political  activity,  has  been  hampered  by  the 
cold  war.  The  United  States  gave  lend-lease  aid  to  Com- 
munist, as  well  as  free-enterprise  countries  during  the  Sec- 
ond World  War  and  it  participated  in  the  United  Na- 
tions Rehef  and  Rehabilitation  Administration  (UNRRA) 
which,  after  the  war,  gave  such  aid  for  the  rehabilitation 
of  all  countries.  This  participation  was  ended,  however, 
after  the  cold  war  developed  and  the  United  States  gave 
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aid  to  non-Communist  countries  in  Europe  through  the 
Marshall  Plan,  (originally  opened  to,  but  rejected  by,  the 
Communist  states),  and  to  underdeveloped  countries  in 
Asia  and  Africa  through  tlie  Point  Four  plan.  It  has  given 
aid  directly  to  only  a  few  Communist  countries,  such  as 
Poland  and  Yugoslavia,  although  it  has  actively  aided  in 
the  rehabilitation  of  its  late  enemies,  Germany  and  Japan. 
Aid  has  increasingly  tended  to  be  given  to  allies  and  to  be 
of  military  character. 

The  United  Nations  Expanded  Technical  Assistance 
Program  (UNETAP)  and  the  Children's  Fund  (UNICEF) 
give  to  all  United  Nations  members  according  to  need, 
regardless  of  political  ideology,  and  the  United  States  con- 
tributes to  these  programs,  but  the  amounts  are  small  in 
comparison  with  the  total  amount  of  economic  assistance 
from  the  United  States.  The  Atoms  for  Peace  Program 
initiated  by  the  United  States  in  1953  resulted  in  an  Inter- 
national Atomic  Energy  Agency  within  the  United  Nations 
intended  to  distribute  atomic  isotopes  for  peaceful  pur- 
poses and  to  maintain  standards  and  inspections  to  protect 
health  and  to  prevent  diversion  to  military  uses.  The  cold 
war,  however,  has  resulted  in  the  United  States  and  other 
countries,  which  produce  atomic  energy,  operating  largely 
through  bilateral  agreements,  thus  seriously  hampering  the 
International  Atomic  Energy  Agency. 

This  linkage  of  economic  development  to  political  opin- 
ion has  had  serious  consequences.  Some  countries  refuse 
aid  from  the  United  States  because  they  think  the  United 
States  is  attempting  to  control  their  foreign  policy,  and  all 
of  the  non-aligned  underdeveloped  countries,  far  from  be- 
ing grateful  to  the  United  States  for  the  aid  they  receive, 
fear  they  may  lose  their  independence  because  of  their 
necessities. 

Since  the  Soviet  Union  has  developed  its  economy  suffi- 
ciently to  give  economic  aid  to  underdeveloped  countries 
in  addition  to  what  it  gives  to  its  own  satellites,  it  has  done 
so  without  any  apparent  strings  attached  and  with  con- 
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siderable  more  expedition  than  has  the  United  States, 
bound  by  time-consuming  procedures  of  congressional  de- 
bate and  appropriation.  The  Soviet  Union  has  therefore 
gained  more  good  will  by  its  contributions  than  has  the 
United  States,  although  the  contributions  by  the  latter 
have  up  to  date  been  much  greater. 

In  certain  areas,  especially  in  the  Middle  East,  competi- 
tion between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  in 
giving  economic  aid  has  developed,  permitting  the  under- 
developed countries  to  play  one  side  against  the  other.  In 
this  competition  the  Communist  countries  have  had  a  con- 
siderable advantage  for  the  reason  stated  above,  and  thus 
competition  tends  to  draw  the  underdeveloped  country  into 
the  Communist  orbit.  The  situation  of  Afghanistan  and 
Egypt  are  illustrations  of  this,  although  both  of  these  coun- 
tries have  maintained  their  position  of  non-alignment.  The 
Marshall  Plan  and  rehabihtation  loans  in  Western  Europe, 
and  United  States  aid  to  Germany  and  Japan  have  been 
successful  in  rehabilitating  these  countries  from  war  losses, 
but  in  underdeveloped  countries  economic-assistance  pro- 
grams have  been  less  successful.  In  spite  of  the  considerable 
technical  aid,  economic  assistance,  and  loans  to  these  coun- 
tries since  the  Second  World  War,  the  gap  in  levels  of 
living  between  them  and  the  developed  countries  has  in- 
creased. The  poor  have  been  getting  poorer  and  the  rich 
richer.  This  dangerous  gap  is  unlikely  to  be  eliminated 
unless  the  underdeveloped  countries  reduce  their  rate  of 
population  growth,  and  either  submit  themselves  to  regi- 
mentation, reducing  for  a  time  even  their  present  low  levek 
of  living  through  Communist  discipline,  as  in  China  and 
earlier  in  Russia,  building  capital  resources  out  of  the  suf- 
fering of  the  people,  or  receive  much  larger  contributions 
fi'om  the  richer  countries  whether  by  technical  assistance, 
economic  aid,  or  long-term  loans  at  low  rates  of  interest. 
Much  of  the  needed  capital  goods  can  be  purchased 
through  exports  in  the  ordinary  channels  of  trade,  and  pri- 
vate capital  may,  in  some  cases,  contribute  loans,  but  in  the 
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main  the  projects  needed  are  not  of  a  character  to  attract 
such  capital. 

It  is  beheved  that  a  poHtically  secure  world  requires  the 
reduction  of  this  gap,  and  that  a  world  moving  toward 
democracy  and  freedom  requires  the  reduction  of  poverty 
and  an  increase  in  the  level  of  living  among  the  peoples  of 
the  underdeveloped  countries  of  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin 
America  without  abandonment  of  individual  freedom.  Lib- 
erals certainly  believe  that  increase  in  the  welfare  of  peo- 
ple is  a  good  in  itself.  The  interest  of  the  United  States  in 
this  field  is  not  "cold  war"  victory  but  the  economic  and 
social  advancement  of  the  poverty-stricken  areas  of  the 
world  under  democratic  conditions.  Action  toward  this  goal 
will  contribute  in  the  long  run  to  peace,  justice,  and  wel- 
fare throughout  the  world,  and  to  American  security  and 
prosperity.  On  the  other  hand,  efforts  to  use  economic  con- 
tributions for  cold-war  purposes  will  result  in  a  competition 
in  which  the  Communist  world  is  likely  to  gain,  and  free- 
dom is  likely  to  be  sacrificed  in  the  underdeveloped 
countries. 

For  these  reasons,  economic-aid  programs  should  be 
greatly  increased,  military-aid  programs,  especially  to  the 
underdeveloped  countries,  should  be  greatly  reduced,  and 
economic  assistance  should  be  given  in  the  main  through 
the  United  Nations  without  discrimination  as  to  political 
ideology.  The  Soviet  Union  should  be  challenged  to  co- 
operate in  contributing  to  such  programs.  It  may  not  do 
so,  because  it  has  such  advantages  in  competition,  but  the 
United  States  and  the  Western  countries  should  urge  its 
co-operation  and  utilize  the  United  Nations,  the  Interna- 
tional Atomic  Energy  Agency,  and  the  specialized  agencies 
for  this  purpose. 

Various  programs  for  economic  development  by  loans 
less  rigidly  secured  than  those  available  through  the  World 
Bank,  such  as  through  the  International  Development  As- 
sociation and  the  United  Nations  Special  Fund,  have  been 
established.   These  activities  might  well  be  co-ordinated 
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with  the  Expanded  Technical  Assistance  Program  of  the 
United  Nations  in  a  World  Development  Agency,  with  re- 
sources extending  to  billions  of  dollars  in  order  to  help  the 
underdeveloped  countries  reach  a  condition  in  which  their 
economies  can  develop  through  internal  resources  without 
the  regimentations  of  communism.  If  military  expenditures 
can  be  reduced,  the  wealthier  states  might  well  contribute 
a  total  of  ten  bilHon  dollars  a  year  for  this  purpose.  In  such 
programs,  education,  not  only  in  methods  of  production 
but  also  in  methods  of  population  control  should  play  a 
major  part.  In  Egypt,  India,  and  other  underdeveloped 
countries  the  rate  of  population  growth  absorbs  the  in- 
creased productivity  resulting  from  economic-assistance 
programs,  with  the  result  that  there  is  no  diminution  of 
the  poverty  of  the  people.  With  well-plaimed  programs  of 
this  magnitude  it  has  been  estimated  that  the  underde- 
veloped countries  could  achieve  self-sustaining  progress  in 
their  economies  within  a  decade. 

It  seems  clear  that  the  interest  of  the  United  States  in 
the  economic  development  of  the  poverty-stricken  people 
of  the  world  and  the  closing  of  the  gap  between  the  rich 
and  the  poor  countries  cannot  be  accomplished  unless  aid 
programs  are  wholly  dissociated  from  cold-war  considera- 
tions, a  condition  unlikely  unless  these  programs  are  con- 
ducted mainly  tlirough  international  institutions.  Only  if 
aid  is  given  on  an  international  basis  will  the  emerging 
nations  of  Asia  and  Africa  be  convinced  that  these  pro- 
grams are  not  designed  to  make  them  political  sateUites  of 
one  of  the  great  powers  or  great  power  blocs. 

Apart  from  the  development  of  underdeveloped  peoples, 
the  United  States  has  an  interest  in  freeing  trade.  While 
the  reciprocal  trade  programs  and  the  General  Administra- 
tion for  Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT)  have  assisted  toward 
this  goal,  it  is  believed  that  a  specialized  agency  imder  the 
United  Nations  to  study,  recommend,  and  facilitate  nego- 
tiations in  this  field  is  desirable.  The  International  Trade 
Organization,  designed  for  this  purpose  after  the  war,  was 
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killed  by  American  protectionism,  and  the  Trade  Coopera- 
tion Agency  (TCA)  designed  as  a  substitute,  but  with  less 
powers,  was  before  the  Senate  for  several  years  with  presi- 
dential endorsement  but  no  action.  Ratification  of  the  Or- 
ganization for  Economic  Cooperation,  with  even  less  power, 
was  finally  effected  in  the  spring  of  1961.  This  agreement 
may  convince  the  world  that  the  United  States  is  genuinely 
interested  in  breaking  down  nationalistic  and  ideological 
barriers  to  trade  and  facilitating  the  development  of  the 
world  through  the  pacifying  influence  of  international 
commerce. 

Cultural  exchanges  by  promoting  understanding,  stimu- 
lating fruitful  borrowing  from  one  culture  to  another,  and 
emphasizing  the  unity  of  mankind  through  common  ap- 
preciation of  the  artistic  achievements  of  all  cultures  have 
been  supported  by  the  United  States.  The  United  States 
has  functioned  in  the  United  Nations  Educational,  Scien- 
tific and  Cultural  Organization  (UNESCO).  The  great  in- 
terest in  this  field  developed  immediately  after  the  Second 
World  War  through  the  United  States  National  Commis- 
sion for  UNESCO  should  be  rein  vigor  ated. 

This  review  indicates  that  the  United  States  can  do 
much  to  strengthen  the  United  Nations,  but  it  will  do  so 
only  if  the  administration,  the  Congress,  and  people  recog- 
nize that  such  strengthening  is  a  major  interest  of  the 
United  States  for  the  security  of  its  territory  and  its  demo- 
cratic institutions  and  for  the  further  advance  of  its  high 
economic  level.  Liberals  should  seek  to  cultivate  this  recog- 
nition, subordinating  lesser  goals  to  the  establishment  of  the 
peaceful,  stable,  and  just  world  order  to  which  the  United 
States  and  most  other  states  have  committed  themselves 
by  the  United  Nations  Charter. 
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of  International  Studies,  University  of  California 


On  March  5,  1957,  the  Chinese  Communist  party  news- 
paper, People's  Daily,  carried  its  first  editorial  on  birth 
control.  Asserting  that  China's  population  is  increasing  by 
more  than  thirteen  million  per  year  and  that  economic 
development  cannot  yet  catch  up  with  this  rapid  multiph- 
cation,  the  editorial  urged  the  government  to  spread  the 
use  of  birth  control  and  to  encourage  youths  to  postpone 
marriage  until  age  twenty-five.  This  authoritative  state- 
ment of  policy  was  not  the  first  indication  of  Red  China's 
concern  with  population.  In  1953  the  State  Council  had 
instructed  the  health  department  to  give  public  instruction 
in  birth  control,  and  efforts  were  made  in  1954-56  to 
strengthen  this  program;  abortions  were  permitted  as  early 
as  1954  under  certain  restrictions,  and  the  restrictions  were 
subsequently  eased;  party  journals  and  the  press  carried 
articles  on  birth  control.  In  1957  intensive  propaganda  for 
family  limitation  began  throughout  the  country,  and  a 
birth-control  exhibition  was  opened  in  Peiping  on  March 
8  of  that  year,  three  days  after  the  editorial  in  People's 
Daily. 

Although  not  sudden,  the  emergence  of  Red  China's 
population  policy  represents  a  dramatic  shift  in  Commu- 
nist strategy.   Russia's   early  liberality  with  reference   to 
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abortion  and  birth  control  ceased  in  1935,  and  the  official 
Communist  hne  has  always  been  that  socialist  economics 
alone  can  benefit  people,  that  overpopulation  is  a  myth 
designed  to  conceal  the  true  cause  of  misery— capitaHsm. 
Russia  still  cHngs  to  this  view.  If,  therefore.  Red  China  is 
in  practice  deviating  from  the  Soviet  line,  it  is  not  out  of 
caprice  but  because  of  her  own  severe  problems.  The  cen- 
sus taken  in  1953  reported  a  population  of  583  million  in 
mainland  China,  over  a  hundred  million  more  than  the 
United  Nations  had  been  estimating.  The  Red  officials, 
faced  with  more  hungry  people  than  they  had  expected, 
with  a  rate  of  increase  that  taxed  their  ingenuity,  doubt- 
less found  the  mental  gymnastics  of  reconciling  birth  con- 
trol with  Marxism  easier  than  taking  the  awesome  risk  of 
doing  nothing  about  the  frightening  accumulation  of  peo- 
ple in  an  already  crowded  country. 

Since  1958  China  has  apparently  canceled  her  national 
campaign  to  lower  the  birth  rate.  The  motives  for  this  are 
hard  to  specify,  but  it  has  not  meant  that  pohcies  indirectly 
unfavorable  to  reproduction  have  been  abandoned.  Con- 
traceptives have  continued  to  be  available,  early  marriage 
has  been  discouraged  while  the  entry  of  women  into  tlie 
labor  force  has  been  favored,  and  the  absorption  of  the 
family  in  the  communes  has  gone  ahead. 

China's  population  problems  are  by  no  means  unique. 
The  same  demographic  trends  that  force  the  Red  govern- 
ment to  adopt  a  population  poUcy  are  affecting  other  areas 
of  the  world  as  well.  In  fact,  in  pursuing  its  policy.  Red 
China  is  following,  doubtless  by  conscious  imitation,  the 
examples  already  set  by  Japan,  India,  and  Puerto  Rico, 
where  governments  are  encouraging  the  limitation  of 
births.  Other  countries  with  analogous  problems  may  adopt 
a  similar  policy  in  the  future,  regardless  of  whether  they 
are  Communist  or  non-Communist. 

It  is  not  easy  for  a  nation  to  admit  openly  that  it  has 
too  many  people.  It  is  hard  to  resist  multiplying  one's  own 
kind  indefinitely  and  hard  to  rise  above  the  old  elemental 
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belief  that  numbers  mean  power,  that  multipheation  and 
fruitfulness  are  identical.  The  forces  leading  to  ojfficial  anti- 
natalist  policies  must  therefore  be  powerful  ones;  and  if 
they  are  widespread  as  well,  they  must  have  international 
significance.  Indeed,  the  population  changes  now  occur- 
ring throughout  the  globe  are  so  novel  and  so  immense 
that  they  render  obsolete  much  of  the  existing  literature 
on  political  demography.  Among  other  effects,  they  tend  to 
widen  or  at  least  maintain  the  gap  between  the  have  and 
have-not  nations,  to  exacerbate  the  political  instability  of 
the  latter,  and  to  give  national  population  pohcies  a  new 
role,  opposite  in  type  to  those  of  Hitler  and  Mussolini  but 
greater  in  importance. 


The  most  salient  demographic  change  is  the  astonishing 
rise  in  the  rate  of  growth  of  the  world's  total  population. 
Observers  have  long  called  attention  to  the  acceleration  of 
the  rate,  but  with  the  long  secular  decline  of  fertility  in 
industrial  countries  many  experts  in  the  1930s  and  early 
1940s  thought  that  population  growth  would  soon  slow 
down.  Actually  the  jump  in  population  since  1950  has  far 
exceeded  anything  that  has  gone  before,  as  the  following 
figures  show: 

World  Average  Annual          Years  to 


Population 

Rate   (%) 

in 

Doable  at 

(Millions) 

Prior  Period 

This  Rate 

1800 

906 

1850 

1,171 

0.53 

135 

1900 

1,608 

0.64 

110 

1930 

2,013 

0.75 

93 

1950 

2,476 

1.04 

67 

1955 

2,691 

1.68 

42 

The  world,  with  approximately  2.8  billion  today,  is  gaining 
about  fifty  million  each  year. 
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One  eflFect  of  this  unexampled  increase  is  to  place  an 
ever  greater  strain  on  the  earth's  resources  and  to  intensify 
the  international  struggle  for  food  and  raw  materials.  The 
means  of  sustenance,  the  fuel  and  fibers  and  minerals  for 
industry  and  armaments  are  becoming  the  ever  dearer 
prizes  and  the  talismen  of  international  rivalry.  The  strain, 
however,  is  growing  even  faster  than  population,  because 
human  beings,  with  their  inexhaustible  wants,  are  con- 
stantly increasing  their  per  capita  demands.  From  1900  to 
1952  the  population  of  the  United  States  doubled  itself, 
but  the  non-human  energy  used  for  work  multiplied  by 
three  and  a  half  times.  Today  the  earth's  billions,  whether 
poor  or  rich,  are  aware  of  the  possibility  of  wealth  and 
are  searching  for  opportunities  to  consume  more  goods. 
The  greater  strain  on  resources  is  therefore  a  product  of 
the  phenomenal  population  increase  multiplied  by  the  rise 
in  per  capita  demand. 

Yet  the  earth's  resources  are  diminishing.  No  coal,  oil, 
or  natural  gas  is  being  added  to  the  earth's  ciiist.  Fertile 
soil  is  being  ruined  faster  than  it  can  be  made.  The  only 
hope  of  coping  with  the  skyrocketing  need  for  materials 
lies  in  technology,  to  use  better  the  fossil  fuels  and  soils 
that  are  left  and  to  harness  hitherto  unused  resources. 


in 

The  rivalry  for  resources  is  complicated  by  the  eco- 
nomic inequalities  among  nations,  to  which  differences 
in  population  growth  are  contributing.  Even  an  equal  rate 
of  population  growth  everywhere  would  be  highly  in- 
equitous,  because  different  countries  start  from  radically 
different  circumstances.  The  actual  pattern  is  exacerbating 
the  inequalities  still  more,  for  although  population  growth 
is  universal,  it  is  far  greater  in  the  poorer  countries  on  the 
average  than  in  the  richer  ones.  This  fact,  which  is  rela- 
tively new,  represents  a  recent  demographic  change  of  the 
greatest  importance.  Prior  to  1914  the  industrial  countries 
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showed  a  more  rapid  multiplication  than  the  non-industrial. 
From  1914  to  1930  the  rate  was  about  equal  as  between 
the  two  types  of  country.  Since  then  the  natural  increase 
in  underdeveloped  areas  has  risen  so  fast  that  it  is  approxi- 
mately twice  that  of  the  industrial  countries  taken  by  and 
large,  despite  the  postwar  baby  boom  in  the  latter.  The 
government  of  Red  China,  for  example,  believes  that  its 
population  is  growing  at  the  rate  of  2.2  per  cent  per  year; 
that  of  the  United  States  is  currently  moving  at  1.8  per 
cent  per  year.  The  alleged  Chinese  rate,  whether  it  is  accu- 
rate or  not,  is  actually  below  that  of  many  underdeveloped 
countries  today,  while  that  of  the  United  States  is  ahead 
of  most  of  the  industrial  nations.  Latin  America's  people, 
for  example,  are  multiplying  at  the  prodigious  rate  of  2.5 
per  cent  per  year,  about  five  times  as  fast  as  those  of 
Northwestern  Emrope. 

The  fact  that  the  poorer  countries  are  now  contributing 
far  more  than  their  share  to  the  inflated  growth  of  the 
world's  population  has  several  implications.  It  means,  for 
one  thing,  that  the  areas  from  which  the  industrial  coun- 
tries draw  many  of  their  raw  materials  are  becoming 
glutted  with  people.  It  means  that  the  greatest  advances 
in  science  and  technology  are  being  made  in  those  coun- 
tries which  have  the  least  need  of  them  in  terms  of  popula- 
tion expansion.  Above  all,  it  means  that  the  gap  in  wealth 
and  power  as  between  the  rich  and  poor  nations  is  becom- 
ing wider  and  wider. 

Frequently  the  process  of  economic  development  in  "re- 
tarded" areas  is  spoken  of  as  if  these  areas  were  on  the  way 
to  catching  up  with  the  industrial  nations.  This  is  not  the 
case.  Fifteen  of  the  richest  industrial  countries  in  1938  had 
an  average  per  capita  income  roughly  ten  times  that  of 
twenty  non-industrial  countries.  In  1952-54  the  same  in- 
dustrial countries  had  an  average  per  capita  income  about 
eleven  times  that  of  the  same  non-industrial  nations.  Over 
the  period  covered,  the  population  of  the  fifteen  industrial 
countries  rose  by  7.6  per  cent,  that  of  the  twenty  non- 
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industrial  countries  by  10.7  per  cent.  If  the  rates  of  hu- 
man multipHcation  had  been  reversed,  national  incomes 
remaining  the  same,  the  gap  between  the  two  groups  in 
per  capita  income  would  have  been  narrowed  rather  than 
widened. 


IV 

Further  evidence  of  the  influence  of  population  in  widen- 
ing the  gap  between  industrial  and  non-industrial  nations 
can  be  seen  with  reference  to  raw  materials.  Since  1929 
the  underdeveloped  areas  have  substantially  raised  their 
share  in  the  production  of  primary  materials,  but  their 
share  in  the  consumption  of  these  has  dropped.  In  other 
words,  they  are  consuming  less  and  less  of  what  they  pro- 
duce in  raw  materials,  despite  the  fact  that  they  are  adding 
more  and  more  people. 

The  outstanding  case  of  industrial  raw-material  con- 
sumption is  that  of  the  United  States.  On  the  basis  of  the 
Paley  report,  this  country's  role  is  usually  stated  in  its  most 
dramatic  form:  the  United  States  now  consumes  over  half 
the  primary  materials  (excluding  food)  produced  in  the 
free  world.  The  statement  is  true,  but  it  omits  the  impor- 
tant fact,  plainly  shown  but  not  emphasized  in  the  Paley 
report,  that  the  United  States  also  produces  far  more  than 
its  share  of  primary  goods.  With  9.5  per  cent  of  the  free 
world's  population  in  1950,  it  conti'ibuted  nineteen  per  cent 
of  the  bauxite,  forty-nine  per  cent  of  the  iron  ore,  twenty- 
eight  per  cent  of  the  copper,  forty-four  per  cent  of  the 
zinc,  fifty-two  per  cent  of  the  phosphate  rock,  ninety-one 
per  cent  of  the  sulfur,  and  fifty-seven  per  cent  of  the  crude 
petroleum.  If  the  United  States  consumes  more  than  other 
countries,  it  is  largely  because  she  produces  more.  Never- 
theless, it  is  trae  that  this  country  is  increasingly  drawing 
upon  imported  materials  to  maintain  its  steady  industrial 
progress.  Of  thirteen  important  minerals  it  was  a  net  ex- 
porter of  five  in  1929  and  of  only  two  in  1950.  Of  the 
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eleven  in  which  it  was  a  net  importer  at  the  latter  date, 
its  consumption  above  production  was,  on  the  average, 
twenty-nine  per  cent  of  what  was  produced  in  the  rest  of 
the  free  world. 

Not  only  the  United  States  but  all  industrial  countries 
consume  more  primary  materials  than  they  produce,  and 
vice  versa.  A  French  demographer,  Frederic  Tabah,  writ- 
ing in  the  French  journal  Population,  has  calculated  that 
between  1929  and  1950  the  underdeveloped  areas  in- 
creased their  relative  production  but  lost  in  relative  con- 
sumption of  seven  out  of  ten  important  primary  materials. 
"In  the  aggregate,"  he  says,  "two  thirds  of  humanity  con- 
sumes less  than  five  per  cent  of  the  primary  materials." 

The  continuing  economic  disparity  between  industrial 
and  non-industrial  nations  comes  from  the  technological 
advance  of  the  one  and  the  excessive  population  growth 
of  the  other.  These  two  factors  are  interrelated.  Unimpeded 
human  multiplication  is  giving  the  non-industrial  countries 
exactly  what  most  of  them  do  not  need— more  people.  It 
is  hindering  their  acquisition  of  what  they  do  need— more 
capital,  more  skill,  and  greater  productivity.  The  industrial 
countries  are  meeting  the  pinch  on  resources  by  a  con- 
stantly greater  use  of  scientific  ingenuity  to  get  more  out 
of  each  kind  of  energy  or  material,  to  make  substitutes, 
and  to  tap  new  resources.  This  is  why  the  use  of  primary 
materials  in  the  United  States,  and  especially  the  importa- 
tion of  such  materials,  has  not  risen  commensurately  with 
national  income.  The  poorer  countries,  on  the  other  hand, 
find  it  difiicult  to  acquire  science,  capital,  and  rational  or- 
ganization as  fast  as  the  industrial  countries  can  add  to 
their  already  overwhelming  stock  of  these.  The  poorer 
areas  have  received  generous  aid,  to  be  sure,  but  this  help 
has  had  some  dubious  as  well  as  beneficial  results.  It  has 
enhanced  population  growth  where  it  is  not  needed  and 
has  hastened  the  removal  of  resources  under  adverse  terms 
of  trade.  At  best  the  underdeveloped  countries  have 
achieved  an  absolute  improvement;  they  have  not  achieved 
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a  relative  economic  gain  vis-a-vis  the  developed  nations. 
As  the  struggle  for  resources  intensifies,  complex  tech- 
nology will  play  an  ever  greater  role.  Technological  ad- 
vances, however,  will  hardly  be  made  by  peasant  popula- 
tions living  near  the  subsistence  level  and  multiplying  at  a 
rate  close  to  three  per  cent  per  year.  Unless  some  deus 
ex  machina  intervenes,  the  gap  between  the  industrial  and 
non-industrial  countries  will  not  be  narrowed. 


The  main  factor  in  the  explosive  world  population 
growth  and  in  the  faster  increase  of  non-industrial  peoples 
has  not  been  a  rise  in  birth  rates.  Fertility  did  rise  in  the 
industrial  nations  pursuant  to  the  Second  World  War,  and 
this  rise  has  contributed  its  share  to  the  accelerated  global 
increase.  But  in  most  of  the  older  industrial  nations  the 
baby  boom  has  subsided.  The  primary  cause  of  the  earth's 
population  upsurge  has  therefore  been  the  spectacular  de- 
cline of  mortality  in  the  underdeveloped  areas,  where  drops 
of  thiity  to  sixty  per  cent  in  the  death  rate  in  ten  years 
have  occurred. 

These  unparalleled  achievements  in  death  control  ai^e  a 
tribute  to  the  success  of  international  co-operation,  for  they 
have  come  about  with  substantial  aid  from  the  industrial 
nations.  Brand-new  medical  techniques  and  large-scale  or- 
ganization have  proved  eflFective  in  ridding  massive  popu- 
lations of  killing  diseases  at  very  low  per  capita  cost  and 
with  minimum  disturbance  to  the  native  way  of  life.  Birth 
rates  have  remained  high  precisely  because  local  customs 
have  hardly  been  disturbed,  and  also  because  the  embar- 
rassments of  larger  famihes  contingent  on  lowered  mor- 
tahty  take  time  to  be  felt  and  understood.  Furthermore, 
the  international  auspices  that  have  helped  to  reduce  death 
rates  have  done  little  or  nothing  to  help  reduce  fertility. 

Drastically  lowered  mortality  with  continuing  high  fer- 
tility has  not  only  burdened  the  underdeveloped  nations 
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with  the  greatest  increase  in  human  history  but  has  also 
given  them  exceptionally  young  populations.  Contrary  to 
general  belief,  reduced  mortality  does  not  usually  contrib- 
ute to  an  aging  of  the  population.  The  reason  is  that  most 
of  the  reduction,  especially  when  the  death  rate  has  been 
high,  occurs  in  the  younger  ages.  The  advanced  countries 
today,  because  of  their  secular  decline  in  fertility,  have 
about  two  and  a  half  to  three  and  a  half  people  aged 
fifteen  or  over  for  each  child  under  fifteen.  The  non- 
industrial  countries  have  between  one  and  one  fifth  to  one 
and  four  fifths.  The  latter  countries  accordingly  have  to 
struggle  with  a  high  proportion  of  child  dependency,  not 
fully  compensated  for  by  their  lesser  old-age  dependency; 
and  the  high  proportion  of  youth  aflPords  a  fertile  source  of 
political  instability.  Unless  jobs  can  be  found  for  the  swell- 
ing waves  of  young  people  coming  into  the  labor  market 
each  year,  their  ebullient  energy  turns  to  agitation,  revolu- 
tion, and  war.  The  recent  Youth  Festival  in  Moscow  was 
a  tremendous  demonstration  of  the  skill  and  sagacity  of  the 
Soviets  in  whipping  up  youthful  enthusiasm.  Colonel  Nas- 
ser and  Cheddi  Jagan  also  understand  what  youth  can  do, 
as,  to  his  chagrin,  does  Robert  Lacoste.  The  dominance 
of  students  in  the  politics  of  many  areas  is  one  expression 
of  the  importance  of  youth  when  their  number  is  dispro- 
portionately large  and  their  opportunities  disproportion- 
ately small. 


VI 

Much  of  the  demographic  and  political  future  lies  with 
the  still  underdeveloped  majority  of  the  world.  Here,  with 
the  break-up  of  colonies,  the  number  of  sovereign  nations 
has  expanded.  Here  the  squeeze  of  population  growth  and 
adverse  economics,  on  the  one  hand,  and  rising  aspirations 
and  popular  discontent,  on  the  other,  has  become  most 
intense.  Under  the  circumstances,  what  are  the  leaders  of 
these  countries  to  do? 
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What  the  United  States  would  Hke  to  see  them  do  is  to 
foster  peaceful  and  democratic  industrialization,  a  rising 
level  of  living,  and  adherence  to  our  side.  To  this  end  we 
have  given  or  lent  money  for  agriculture,  industry,  trans- 
portation, public  health,  and  arms.  We  have  maintained 
that  this  is  an  eflFective  way  to  head  off  communism  be- 
cause, as  we  say,  chronic  poverty  breeds  communism.  This 
reasoning  has  much  to  commend  it,  but  it  ignores  popula- 
tion trends  and  thus  runs  the  danger  of  underestimating  or 
misinterpreting  the  requirements  for  economic  develop- 
ment. It  also  overlooks  the  fact  that  such  economic  prog- 
ress as  the  underdeveloped  countries  are  making  is  not 
lessening  the  gap  between  them  and  the  richer  ones,  that 
the  key  of  envy  and  revolt  may  not  He  in  absolute  but  in 
relative  poverty. 

The  diflficulties  just  cited  are  ones  to  which  we  have 
contributed.  The  United  States,  perhaps  the  most  generous 
sponsor  of  public  health  programs  around  the  world,  has 
yet  done  nothing,  at  least  officially,  to  aid  the  reduction 
of  birth  rates.  At  the  same  time  we  have  enjoyed  a  con- 
tinuing technological  advance  that  enhances  both  our  need 
for  and  our  ability  to  command  raw  materials  from  abroad. 
Above  all,  we  are  encouraging  by  our  example  a  very  high 
level  of  aspiration  which,  if  reached  at  all  by  the  rest  of 
the  world,  cannot  be  reached  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

Let  us  look  at  it  through  the  eyes  of  a  leader  in  a  non- 
industrial  country.  Being  in  power,  he  is  aheady  com- 
mitted either  to  communism  or  to  some  form  of  non- 
communism.  If  Communist,  his  non-Communist  opposition 
has  little  voice;  but  if  he  and  his  country  are  non-Commu- 
nist, the  Red  opposition  stands  ready  to  profit  from  every 
weakness,  every  misfortune,  of  the  regime  in  power.  Com- 
munism promises  a  radical,  if  mythical,  escape  from  pov- 
erty, and  in  a  free  political  atmosphere  this  promise  can 
receive  constant  reinforcement.  The  leader  of  a  backward 
country  with  an  illiterate  peasantry  and  tight  economic 
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situation  is  hard-pressed  to  retain  power  against  the  prom- 
ises and  secret  maneuvers  of  the  Red  opposition. 

Suppose,  for  example,  he  is  the  head  of  a  country  of 
twenty  milhon,  sixty  per  cent  of  whom  are  engaged  in 
agriculture,  with  an  average  of  500  farm  people  for  each 
square  mile  of  agricultural  land.  Suppose,  further,  that 
with  the  help  of  WHO,  UNICEF,  and  the  Rockefeller 
Foundation  he  has  done  an  excellent  job  of  reducing  the 
death  rate,  so  that  the  population  is  growing  fast  enough 
to  double  itself  in  twenty-five  years.  What  can  he  do? 

He  can  certainly  talk  about  economic  development  to 
relieve  the  abject  poverty  of  the  people.  But,  with  limited 
resources,  he  knows  this  will  be  a  long  pull.  To  double  the 
national  income  might  take  twenty  years,  which  would 
leave  per  capita  income  about  the  same.  If  he  is  smart,  he 
will  not  rely  solely  on  that  long  chance.  If  not  a  dictator 
already,  he  will  crush  opposition  and  become  one.  The  less 
opposition  he  has  to  crush,  however,  the  better.  So  he  wiU 
find  policies  that  yield  the  greatest  effective  support.  He 
may,  for  example,  scare  the  aristocracy  into  supporting 
him  as  a  means  of  avoiding  the  Marxist  evil  and  at  the 
same  time  divert  popular  attention  by  a  policy  of  aggres- 
sive nationalism,  religious  or  cultural  ethnocentrism,  and 
international  truculence— policies  that  may  not  appeal  to 
the  elite  but  do  attract  the  expanding  ranks  of  indigent 
youth.  Blaming  his  country's  economic  ills  on  the  machina- 
tions of  outside  nations,  he  may  use  threats  and  promises 
to  obtain  outside  military  and  economic  aid.  If  he  is  astute 
and  lucky  he  will  stay  in  power,  but  there  is  always  the 
danger  that  his  patchwork  opportunism  vwll  not  be  equal 
to  the  real  problems  and  that  a  Red  dictatorship  will  sup- 
plant him.  Once  this  happens,  the  country  is  seemingly  lost 
to  the  free  world,  for  it  is  easier  to  move  into  the  Commu- 
nist camp  than  to  move  back  out  again. 
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Since  most  of  the  world's  nations  are  small  and  many  of 
these,  especially  the  underdeveloped  ones,  are  also  poor, 
their  international  actions  are  bom  out  of  weakness  rather 
than  strength.  If  size  is  measured  in  terms  of  population, 
half  of  the  independent  countries  have  less  than  seven 
million  people,  although  India  has  fifty-five  times  and  the 
United  States  twenty-five  times  this  many.  If  size  is  meas- 
ured more  realistically  in  terms  of  national  income,  the 
United  States  is  the  biggest  nation,  exceeding  the  United 
Kingdom  by  six  times,  France  by  ten  times,  India  by  sev- 
enteen times,  and  the  average  for  fifty-five  free-world  coun- 
tries by  twenty-eight  times.  Curiously,  among  the  fifty-five 
countries  of  the  free  world,  the  few  large  ones  loom  so  far 
above  the  others  that  forty-six  are  below  the  average  in 
national  income  and  only  nine  above.  Of  the  nine  that 
exceed  the  average,  only  two  (Brazil  and  India)  are  pre- 
dominantly agrarian;  whereas  of  the  forty-six  below  aver- 
age, twenty-nine  are  agrarian  and  only  seventeen  indus- 
trial. The  hierarchy  in  the  Communist  world,  though 
harder  to  document,  is  similarly  skewed  in  the  direction  of 
small  and  poor  countries. 

In  view  of  the  sharply  pyramidal  distribution  of  size  and 
wealth  among  countries,  it  is  understandable  why  each  of 
the  two  great  political  blocs  is  led  by  one  or  more  giant 
countries  that  tower  over  the  rest.  A  major  problem  in  each 
bloc  is  that  of  solidarity— how  to  keep  the  members  in  line. 
The  centrifugal  pull  of  nationalism  and  sovereignty  tends 
to  weaken  the  solidarity;  differential  power  tends  to 
strengthen  it.  So  far  the  Communists  have  seemingly 
achieved  tighter  solidarity,  because  they  are  more  ruth- 
less, more  frankly  revolutionary,  and  more  willing  to  use 
foreign  troops  to  support  a  local  regime.  They  are  not  pub- 
licly impaled  by  what  Sukarno  has  seen  fit  to  call  "chatter- 
box democracy."  Whether  in  the  long  run  their  interstate 
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solidarity  can  survive  the  strains  that  aJBSict  both  camps 
remains  to  be  seen.  The  looser  integration  of  the  free  world 
permits  its  members  more  easily  to  profess  "neutrahty,"  al- 
though Yugoslavia  and  Poland  illustrate  a  similar  tendency 
in  the  Communist  group.  The  smaller  countries  strategi- 
cally located  with  respect  to  natural  resources  or  lying  on 
the  boundary  between  the  Communist  and  free  worlds  are 
the  bones  of  contention.  The  solidarity  of  the  larger  ones 
in  each  camp  is  the  crucial  question,  determining  how  ef- 
fectively the  lesser  ones  can  be  handled. 

In  any  case,  the  role  of  population  as  a  guarantee  of 
national  strength  is  waning  while  its  role  as  an  economic 
and  military  liability  is  increasing.  The  ever  larger  depend- 
ence of  industry  and  warfare  on  scientific  technology  en- 
hances the  value  of  trained  as  against  untrained  man- 
power; yet  the  unique  rate  of  population  growth  now 
prevailing  severely  hinders  an  increase  in  the  proportion  of 
highly  trained  people,  especially  in  the  underdeveloped 
countries.  It  also  hinders  their  employment  when  trained, 
because  the  capitalization  of  long-run  industrial  and  de- 
velopmental projects,  which  employ  trained  manpower, 
is  difficult  in  the  face  of  rising  consumption  demands  on 
the  part  of  indigent  but  increasing  millions. 

It  is  no  accident,  then,  that  similar  policies  aimed  at 
halting  runaway  population  growth  are  emerging  in  coun- 
tries of  opposite  political  persuasion  and  contrasting  demo- 
graphic doctiine.  If  today  China  is  following  Japan  and 
India  in  this  regard,  other  Communist  as  well  as  capitalist 
countries  may  do  so  in  the  future.  As  excessive  population 
growth  continues,  they  will  feel  the  need  of  overcoming 
the  effect  of  one  government  policy  (mortality  control)  by 
another  government  policy   (fertility  control). 

How  effective  the  anti-natalist  policies  will  be  is  hard 
to  say.  In  Japan  the  government's  encouragement  of  family 
limitation  is  certainly  an  important  factor  in  the  dramatic 
forty-one  per  cent  drop  in  the  birth  rate  from  1948  to 
1955.  In  Puerto  Rico  the  drop  over  the  same  period  was 
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thirteen  per  cent.  In  India  a  slight  drop  has  probably  oc- 
curred, but  the  government  policy  is  too  recent  there  to 
have  had  much  effect.  It  is  too  much  to  expect  that  a  suffi- 
cient number  of  underdeveloped  countries  will  adopt  anti- 
natalist  policies,  or  that  these  if  adopted  will  be  sufficiently 
effective  to  reduce  the  rate  of  population  growth  soon. 
Many  of  the  weaker  countries  feel  too  unsure  of  them- 
selves, too  lacking  in  sheer  manpower,  to  follow  yet  the 
radical  lead  of  more  secure  nations  like  Japan,  India,  and 
China. 

It  looks,  then,  as  if  the  pace  of  human  multiplication 
will  rise  still  further  before  it  reaches  its  peak  and  begins 
to  decline.  Even  after  the  rate  of  increase  starts  declining, 
as  it  must  eventually  do,  substantial  growth  can  continue 
for  many  decades.  The  added  strain  upon  resources  and 
the  exacerbation  of  existing  inequalities  is  therefore  likely 
to  continue  to  complicate  international  relations.  If  the 
Communist  nations  are  beginning  to  abandon  the  dogma 
that  economic  development  alone  is  the  panacea,  inde- 
pendent of  all  else,  it  is  time  for  the  free  nations,  and  par- 
ticularly the  United  States  in  its  foreign  policy,  to  do  the 
same. 
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